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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
Minutes of the 103rd Meeting
Jumes F: Govan, Presiding
-

___'The 103rd Membership Meeting of the ‘Association of Research Libraries was
held at the Carolina Inn; €hapet Hill; North Carolina; on ©ctoher 19-20, 1983:
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INTRODUCTION

ViRk: b\ll l i (Umverqlty ct \hnneqota) lhe prograin dt,u]q mth a c]uctel of very
critical issues for ull of us. It is very mich the work of the ARL Committee on
HlbllOL,lrl[)th Control. [t wils origindlly proposed by the past chair of that
Comntittee, Jim Govan on the commlttees behalf, and it has bécn planned and
ievelopod by thc connmttee under its current chair. It gives me great pleasure to
turn the progmm over to thut 1nd1v1dua], a persoii-who [ believe is &t least as well
qualified as uany in our field to moderate a program of this kind: Joe Rosenthal.

Vik: ROSENTIHAL (University of California, Berkeley): Thank you, Eldred.

This morning's program is brought to you from Lake Woebegone bv the

\\\L)('mllon s Lommxttee on Blb]lographlc (ontrol.f I want to ompnaswe that 1t lq

Vierle Hoylan——a former member of the committee and Nlcky DLV&I and (‘aro]
Mandel for their substantial eontributions:

e\tent—-mlm mative. And; we hope that the presentatlorns will enable vqu, the

members of the »\ssoc1atlon to assess where we are with respect to the bibliographie
control.  But; even more; we hope the program witl stlmnlute you anu the
\S\O(,'ldllon aq a collectlve entlty to examlne the probienm and the pos‘; bhltléb for

mgam/utlon toward achlevmg that objective.

All of us involved in this program_have attempted to make it an. integrated
presentation.  Nevertheless; there will bhe soine overlap and perhaps some
redundaiicy. Because this area is complex; 1 do not think that a modest amount of
repetition or covering the same ground is necessarily harmful. We have dcliberateiy
chicouraged cach of the four speakers to address one topic because of its centrality
and because of its controversial aspects, that of bibliographic control.. And, as
biaeckground, I hope you ‘hdave read _the prepmnt,of lienriette Avrani's article [or tho
Jaunudary 1984 issue of the Journal of Academic Libracianship entitled; "Authoritv
("oritrol and Its Place"--a very deliberately and carefully chosen title.

I hope that all of us members of the Associgtion realize that we are grap --
grappling with one of the great library issues of not only our time but of bibliotechal
hj qtory | have been trudging through the swamp of authority ccntrol for about
twenty years and, as I recall, at the beginning of this century Charles Cutter had a
rumber of well chosen words to say on the subject, except he did not use the precise
term. | _expect all four of our speakers to_ touch on this siibject; and although the
Committec helped to shape the general outlines of the forum, I want you to know
that we imposed no prior censorship on the content of the présentations. 1 am not

certain whether ‘we are about to hear an analog of the harmomes of last night's Red

(lay Riair[lblers or somethmg akin to Cybehas intimate voices or sounds more like
the noises of Garfield and his friends on the back fence. We have, however, left lots

of opportunity for the chorus:

After each speaker, 1 will open the floor for questions: In case the question

from the floor leads into one of the succeedmg presentations, the particular speaker

will indicate that he or she wishes to defer a response until the formal remarks.



B THE BUILDING BLOCKS:
ELEMENTS IN A SYSTEM OF DISTRIBUTED RESPONSIBILITY
Martin Runkle

University of Chicago

"MR. ROSENTHAL: Our first speaker js Martin Runkle;, whose authioritative

background includes somé intrusion on what has been regarded up to now as the

exclusive interest of Stuart Forth and Jane Austen: Martin is not only a fan, but I
suspect that he has contributed to the definitive bibliographical. reprasentation of
the works of Jane Austen. He is, not incidentally, the Director of the University of’
Chicago Library. J

MR. RUNKLE: As you can see from the program, my role is to describe some

fundamental elements in a plan of shared system of bibliographical control. 1 have
organized my comments around eight basic assertions, which I am calling assertions

rather than assumptions because not everyone agrees with them.

Assertion 1
For the foreseeable future, local library catalogs will be maintained as the
primary tool for access to the collections held by research libraries. Though the

content and format of these catalogs will change, we will continue to have staff to
create and maintain them and they will continue to cost'a lot of money. The
lisrary's catalog is only one element in a vast array of elements in any library
system for providing access to materials held locally or glsewhere. This array will

grow and its elements will become more complex and more résponsive as technology

advarices, bit the catalog of a local eollections will remain the most important

clenient for most of the daily use of our collections.

Though the continued existence of our local catalogs might be obvious and
unquéstioned by everyone here, I suspect that we sometimes have in the back of our

minds a vague notion that the local catalog will somehow soon be made obsolete or
be absorbed into some other system of access; and that the problems and costs of
figintaining them will go away. This attitude of uncertainty can get in the way of
our working more aggressively to increase the efficiency of creating and

maintaining our catalogs.

The truditional objectives of a library catalog as put forth by Cutter and in the

Paris Principles are still valid. _As repetitious as this may be, I must repeat
definitions: There are two kinds of access specified in these principles: One is the
_finding function: the catalog should serve as a location tool for an .item known to
the user before nhe or she approaches the catalog. The user waats to ascertain

whether or not the item is in the collection, and if it is, how it can be obtained.

The second kind of access is usually called bibliographic access: the ‘catalog

should serve as a tool for identifying all the works of a particular author and all the
versions of a particular work. Library catalogs also identify groups of items that

are related in other ways—other vorks in the same series or multi-volume set; for

.-
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e\ample ‘ lt is thoug.,ht that the objective of providing blbllographlc access createe

most of the cost of cataloging, because of its requirement for authority control
activities: -

Providing a unique description of a lsibliographic,,,,itém is a relatively
straight-forward task. The more complex part is the identification of rclationships
among items and linking the ‘basic bibliographic descriptions to one another by

assigning consistent heading forins. This activity cannot be automated though
nutomated systems can facnlltate the process. Because of the vamatlons in 1 ways of

and establish the links. H

L)e:cmptlve catalogmg is partlally a process of building hibliographies of

authors' works—accurately attributing authorshlp and compiling the records related

to a particular author, never mixing the works of what are actually separate
uuthom, and never sepérating the works of an author under more than one form of

naime, at least not without providing connecting links. Unfortunately;, forms of
naimics and titles are iiot Static. Established hendings and references must be

modified as new knowledge is gained about relatlonshlps and sbout identities of
people and corporate bodies. Ol1d records must often be changed:

The-arguinent is often made that if we abandoned the objective of reveallng the

works of an author and the versions of the work and instead had the simple objective

of crecating a finding. list, we could create records from title pages in a straight

forward way and eliminate the expense of authoiity control activities:

 Ake Koel in an article in the Journal of Academic Librarianship in Septeinber
1981 puts forth the following question: "It is tempting to contemplate .what the

impact on the user would be if we constructed a catalog without normalizing

headings...-Such & catalog would not display all the wcrks by an author together if

the author had used dlfferent forms or fullness of name in his or her works. Nor

woiild all editions and translations of a work be displayed together if they had been

published urnder titles different from that of the original work: How much would

this affect searchies for a known item? Probably very little or none at all...."

Assertion 3

The dlehotomy between bibliographic searching and ‘known- 1tem seaf'chmg 1s a
false one: Provision of consistent entry headings.is indispensable to providing the

flndmg list function: Michael Malinconico, and before him, Seymour Liibetzky, have

argued this point forcefully.

changes and improvements of the conventions and methods of blbllographlc control
must be based more on research data and less on guesses, hunches, and a priori

regsoning; often masquerading as experience that cannot or should not be
questioned:s.

| agree with Mr. Koel that continued examination of the use and effectivencss
of our library catalogs is important and an obligation. Online catalogs are providing
new opportunities for such analysis and research, which will help us improve and

refme the organlzatlon of our catalogs. But my Judgment based on my experience
tells me that as files grow larger; with millions of entry headings, it becomes



increasingly difficult to find cven known items. The difficulty would be compounded
wilhout sohie strueture ifiposcd on thie file and consistent entry headings are a good
moechanieat technique for doing this. If we did not -have the AACR rules for
fornulating nane headings; we would have to invent theni: 1t is no* elear that the
now invention would bé very diffcrent in essence or in detail:

Assertion 4

~In addition to its contribution to improving the catalog as a finding list,
identifying versions of a work &nd works of an author has its own inherent valie. 1t
is u valuable aid in theé work of scholars and rescarchers;, and perhaps morc

important in the ecducational program of our students; provi
structure to the cnorinous amount of material in our libraries, and revealing in a
rithior cohorent way the rélationships among materials, drawing attention to sources
nol previously considered. Surely this service is worth some cost.

A groat advantage of learning about the existence of materials through the
- local catalog, by the way, is that these materials are; or at least shouid be, rather
readily and imniediately uvailable: Though future analysis of intcractions with
cutalogs imay enlighten us sbout this supposed benefit; we will still have a difficult
time establishing a cost/benefit ratio, and judgment will continue to be an important
faclor in. our décisions about the structure of catalogs. Ultimately, how does one
justify the cost of liberal learning and basic scholarship and research?

‘I'hc term authority eontrol has become a loaded word; as corporate author and
nmiain ontry once were when controversies raged over their use and meaning. It is
frue that AACR-L, and some would say AACR-2; focused too much on the centrality
of the author main entry; implying that a cataloger had failed in some way if he or

shic could iiot find someone or something to call the main author. ‘Computer-held
. Tiles oreated the potential for all entries to be equally accessible, and people started
saying that the concept of main entry was dead: the main entry now i. just another

ontry. Bul something got lost in this extreme position, since the concept of main
author is still valid, and if there is an identifiable main author it should be identified
45 SuUcH in the catalog record. The substance of the issues related to the term main

cntry was lost in extreme positions and disagreements over definitions.

It seeins that.we are now in a similar position with the term authority control.
The attitudes of some cataloging purists are rigid and defensive and unrealistic. (As
a forimeér cataloger; | am free to say that.) The insistence of some catalogers to
continue doing things as they have always been donc can be maddening. Would you
bclieve that when {hie computer production of catalog cards was implemented at the

University of Chichgo back in 1967; subject headings were printed in red because
that wus the way it had always been done? And it took our Law Library eight years

to stop retyping and photoreproducing the catalog card sets generated by the
computer; because the cards were considered ugly. Cataloging practices should be

constantly scrutinized and evaluated,; but the total rejection of authority control is
extreme.

| heard an ARL director dismiss authority control as unneccssary, using as
cvidence the success of a locally-ereated online catalog for government documents;
without authority control: On further examination, the fact emerged that names of

governiient agencies are in fact entered into the files in consistent forms; from

prifited lists;, and that a cataloger is consulted on occasions when ambiguities are

5 1:



discovered. One might argue from the exaniple of this system that cross-references
are not required in an online catalog of well-defined and limited scope, so long as
entry headings are consistent. But one cannot argue from this example that all
aspects of authority control are unnecessary.

Sonie have concluded that coinponent word or keyword access imakes uuthority
control oxtrancous. It is trie that component word access does obviate the utility
of ¢ortain ¢ross-refercrices that provide access to sub-elemnents of headings; such as
to a unit of a corporate body, or from initidls to full surhznies or vice versa. But;

component word access cannot perform all the fiunctions of cross-references nor
does it do what consistent éntries do.

lienriett® Avram has advised us to, "stop questioning the validity of authority
control" and instead resérvé our energies for analyzing where in the network
confizuration or hierarchical stricture it should be performed: 1 whole-heartedly
agroe. We should work at refining our definition and implementation of authority
control. We should not jiust abandon the whole concept.

Assertion 5

Minimizing duplication of effort in the creation of bibliographic records is in
ihe best interest of the research library community. Although this is obvious; we
are too fragmented and uncoordinated in our efforts to improve cooperative
prograins. Reseaich libraries have saved many millions of dollars in processing costs
through the use of cataloging and authority work done by other libraries, mainly the
Library of Congress.

Assertion 6 <.
" Wo miust not undervalue the continued key role of the Library of Congress as
{he imajor provider of primary bibliographic data. In creating our local catalogs,

evcryone seenis to prefer LC or NUC data over records from other sources,

including from our own cataloging departments. Our reason for this preference is
thit LC cataloging is rather consistently of very high quality, in Spite of the
niistakes that people love to find and snicker at. But perhaps more important, by

using LC and the NUC cataloging; some degree of consistency in entry heading

forms can be achieved in our local catalogs, with minimal cost and attention.

Because LC collects and catalogs so broadly and more nearly comprehensively than
any other library; most research libraries can use LC cataloging for the majority of

their catalog records and thus assure a high degree of consistency in entry heading
forms. How can we measure the beneficial effect that LC cataloging has had on

many thousands of library catalogs2:

But LC does not and cannot catalog everything, and has_tried through the years

to develop cooperative cataloging projects. A great stumbling block has been the
lack of timely access to the common authority file; since formulation of heading

forms depends on a single authority structure and can be affected by what is already
in the file. Technology is relieving these problems of timeliness and access, and LeC
is utilizing the technology to advance workable cooperative programs.

fed |
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Assertion 7

Effective sharing of records will require that records supplied to a common

data base be monitored by a single agency to insure the consistency, aceuracy, and

integrity of the data and the authority structure, much as the National Hnion
(“atalog is maintained.

Assertion 8

 Even assuming & central monitoring ageney with the authority to alter records;
" effective sharing of bibliographic records requires conscientious adherence to

agrecd-upon standards. When considering standards in relation to bibliographic
records, we must consider separately the distinct elements of the
records—description, choice of headings, forms of headings, subject terms and

numbers, identification numbers. formats of records, encoding of data for
manipulation or retrieval, ete.

" We have conie a long way in developing and implementing standards. It is true
thiat in & way we are sometimes shackled by them; but I do not believe anybody
would advocate a system of creative cataloging: .

"Minimal level catalog record” for retrospective and current cataloging has

become ariother loaded term, meaning many different things to different people.
Whatever it nieans, I hope that no one defines it as a quick and dirty transcription of

a shelflist card. Minimal does not imply inaccurate; nor lowest common
denominator in the worst sense. Even if minimal, it must still be of high quality.
Contributors to a national data base must be willing to bear the responsibility of
meeting prescribed standards: I would say that in general we should err on the side
of standards that are too high rather than too low; in their requirements for
accuracy and completeness: If a record is done right once, it does not have to be
redone. Unfortunately; we had some disagreement on what is right.



THE KEYSTONE:
THE ROLE OF THE EIBRARY OF CONGRESS

__Lucia J. Rather
The Library of Congress

z\lthough the l:,lbrar'y of (‘ongress is not a national hbrary in a legal sense; it has
taken on many of the activities generally associated with such an agehcy In fact it
is safe to assert that no natlonal library provides the same range of services offered
by LC. These services began in 1961 with the dlstrlbutlon of prlnted cards and have

format%, eode lists; and others. Current catatoging runs at about 166;800 tities per
year.

Past Cooperative Efforts.

} In 1976; at a 'r'n'ééti'r'g; in Plttsburgh William Welsh Deputy Librariai of
Congress; stated the proposition that it was lmpos,51ble for the, Library of Congress
to do it all; and called on the nation's research libraries to join LC in providing a
hatibhal bibli'o'gra'p'hie data _base. Thé idéa 'o'f 'c'o"o'p’érati'o'h was h"o't new. LC had

o Less successful was the Cooperatlve Cataloglng PI‘OjeCt whlch was trled in the
19405 and 1950s and fihally abandoned as unworkable in the early 19605. In
retrospect, the followmg factors seen to have contrlbuted to its demise. First,
there was no firm agreement on & common set of cataloging rules. As late as 1960,
some contmbutmg llbrarles ‘were stlll followmg the 1908 rules., Second LC

version to the contmbutmg llbrary for concurrence before lt was accepted for

printing. Third, this tedious procedure was handled entirely by mail. Turn around
time frequently exceeded a year: :

A cooperative program to produce MARC records (COMARC) was carried out

from 1974 to 1978. Under this program, 12 libraries agreed to create MARC records

based on old LC catalog cards and send these to LC for addition to the data base:

Under COMARC; complete agreement was reached regarding MARC editing

conventions. LC staff compared the resulting records against the Official Catalog

and reviewed the content designation. This program was more promising but the

verification procedures were very time consuming and in the lean budget years after
1978, LiC could not continue the project.

Current Cooperative Efforts

CONSER: LC's current automated cooperatlve ventures really began in 1973

with plans for the CONSER project. The purpose of CONSER was to create a

s
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contralized, standardized machine-readable data base of serial records. OCLC
agrecd to provide the host file and participant input began in 1675: The Council on
l.ibrary Resources sponsored the original project. and provided management until
{47~ whoen OCLC assumed this responsibility. The Library of Congress and the

National Library of Canuda serve as the technical managers for bibliographic

practices and review or "authenticate" each record input by the participants. (The
National Library of Canada &

 authenticates Canadian imprints and EC authenticates
all othors.) All authenticated records are sent to LC where they are distributed
through the MARC Distribution Serviee. OCLC has also supplied two "snapshots" of
iio total CONSER file which have been distributed by LC. Unauthenticated records
hsive dlso been made available on a monthly tape since 1981: As of August 1983,
there. were 1Y pf;irtijcipamswana approximately 450,000 records on the CONSER data
hiaso (of which about & third were authenticated).

Ihe use of the online capabilities of the OCLC system contributed immensely
{6 Uie suceess of the project: Participants were able to streamline their procedures
and records were made available for use quickly. The CONSER participants_also

agreed on mutual cataloging rutes and conventions. Authentication has turned out
to be 4 costly procedure; however, and LC has not been able to keep up with

participant input. Discussions are now being held to determine the possibility of
allowing the participants to authenticate théir own records.
C‘ONSER has also been uscd as the vehicle to support & number of other

projccts. The National Serials Data Program, located at LC; inputs its records to

CONSLK. Since 1981; New Serial Titles has been produced from .records on the
CONSER data base: A project is now underway to create a centralized newspaper
dita base. This effort; sponsored by the National Endowment for the Humanities,

currently involves the participation of ten repositories. LC is providing technical
management and support. It is expected that the participants will add an estimated
35,000 titles to the data base in the next two years: Finally, the data base is being

enriched with information regarding coverage by the abstracting and indexing

services. This project; sponsored by the Association of Research Libraries and the
National Federation of Abstracting and Iinformation Services, will enable
researchers to learn where serials of interest are indexed; and facilitate access to

high-demand serials:

NACO:. The Name Authority Co-op (NACO) was the second major cooperative
project, The purpose of NACO was to add new name authority records to LC's name
authority file for use in LC and for distribution. NACO began in 1977 with an

dgreenient with the U.S. Government Printing Office Library. It was expanded in

1979 when the Texas State Library joined and now includes 28 libraries and
agencies: Some 76,000 records have been contributed by NACO participants:
i1 was realized when NACO was established that the most efficient cooperation

would come through use of an online system. In 1977, neither LC nor the network

utilities had such a capability for authority records. The Library decided that the

experience gained would be valuable enough to offset the problems of using a batch
system: The experiment was begun by having participants search the NUC and the
Nutne Authority microfiche to determine if & heading had been established. If the
heading was not found, the participant filled out an LC name authority worksheet

and submitted it to LC. At LC, the record was searched against the LC files;,
reviewed by a cataloger, and then input to the .C MARC data base.

Hased on the experience gained in CONSER, this project did not include the

-10- 1 b



)

coneept of uuthcntwutlon New paltlclpants were given two weeks tralnmg and
orientation at LC and agreed to follow not onlv the same cataloging rules but the
same xule 1nterpretatlons as well JC utaff monltored the quallty of the submissions

hbmly in an mdependent status. After this LC cataloglqg staff made spot checks

but 1o longer examniined cach record: This cut down %n the workload but two

problems remained: (l) flllmg out LC worksheets constituted extra work for the

partlclpdtmg hbrarleb, and (2) since the files at I,C contained names unavailabie to

participating libraries, LC had to continue to re-search all Iieadlngs submltted even

those from the 1ndepondent libraries: The latter ploblem was solved with a switeh

at 1; ( to total reliance on the MARE data base contalnlng bibliographic records and
name authonty lecords Shortly before thls, a few llblarles (selected for both the

online files: Since these libraries were oeaxchlng the same files as those %earched hy
¢ catalogels, l( no longer searched records from these participants; thus cutting
down on the manpower required at LC for the project.

G PO Blbhographlc Project: A second project was begun at LC as an offshoot of

\11’0 purt1c1patlon in NAL,G’ In January }98i after conelderable negotlatlon

u:s: governmeﬁnﬁt 7documents Under this procedure, government oocuments were

searched by llbrary technicians against OCLC and printouts of GPO records were
made After modlflcatlon of pertlnent authorlty records to show that the headings

were not used in L€, the printouts were sent directly to Subject Cataloging for
completion of the record, bypassing the descriptive process. More than 7,000
records have been handied by this proy.ct The arrangement 1s not ideal since the
record must be re- lnput but it has given LC a valuable experience in bibliographic
cooperation which was useful in its next big experiment—online cooperation with
Harvard and Chicago. Similar to the GPO bibliographic project is one planned for
1984 with the National Library of Medicine by which NLM will assume responsibility
for the descriptive cataloging for _all monographs processed through the
Cataloging-In-Publication program that deal with medical science and related fields.

Online Bibliographic Coopecration: Iarvard and Chicago. Experience with
NACO and_the GPO Bibliographic Project led the Library to consider the next
project-—online_ input of bibliographic records and their related name and subject
authorities to LC's automateéed systém. This was made possible by the fact that in
1981 and 1982 LC's system was enhanced to provide the capability for online
corrections to the books data base and online input and update capability for narmne
authorities. Under this project, cooperating institutions procured termlnals which
were hooked d1rect1y into the LC. Because of the problem of contention on the LC

computer, this project has so far been 11m1ted to two 11brarles Harvard and

Chicago. Agaln, tha prlnc1ple behind the cooperation has been extensive discussion -

to ensure that the participants are followmg not only the same rules but also the

same rule 1nterpretatlons gand intensive training at LC. Both libraries began actual

input in the spring of 1983 and have nearly achieved a fully independent status. All
records will be distributed on the MARC tapes:

Harvard is inputting new records which are flagged as "Not in LC." It can also

complete preliminary records or upgrade Mlmmum Level Records to full cataloglng

Full name and subject duthority work are done, and LC classification nirmbers are

included. LC hopes that this prOJect w111 allow its catalogers to join the other

catalogers of the nation in a new activity--copy catalogmg When LC receives &

new title, and the Searcher determlnes that the record has been cataloged by

-11-

17

4]



liarvard; the "Not in LC" information will be removed and the book will be sent

directly to the LC shelflist for addition to the collection. The call number will be

tnodified if necessary and the record will be redistributed.

Chicago's participation grew out of a project to merge its own science and

technology collections with those of the John Crerar Library. Since different
cataloging rules had been used in the two collections; Chicago decided that the best
solution would be to reprocess the records from the two collections. One obvious
idea was to use LC cataloging copy when available: Chicago is therefore inputting
old € cataloging records that have never been converted to MARC. Chicago brings
same, series, and subject headings up to date and provides the requisite authority

work but does not alter the bibliographic deseription:
he Harvard/Chicags project has been operational for only a short time, but LC

will be watching it closely as it serves as a prototype for future cooperation.

Linked Systeins Project. Even if the Harvard/Chicago project fulfills all our

hopes; it is clear that LC is not _in the position to become a network utility with
many libraries hooked directly into its own system. For this reason, in 1980 LC
joined WLN ‘and RLIN in the Linked Systems Project (LSP); an undertaking sponsored

by the Council on Library Resources to implement a computer-to-computer link for

the exchange of data. The telecommunication hookup between the systems is

nearing completion. .

Work is now proceeding on the first application, the cooperative creation of
Caime authorities (NACO/LSP): Under this system; the master file will be located at

LC—actually it is simply an extension of LC's own authority file. Duplicate files
will be located at WLN and RLIN: The system will operate as follows: LC staff will

search gnd input records into LC's data base. This data will be sent over
communications lines to WLN and RLIN where those data bases will be updated,

although not necessarily in real time. Participants using RLIN and WLN will search

their own files and add new records using their own systems. This data, in turn, will
be "burst" back to LC. This means that the duplicate data bases will not be totally
synchronized. However, some duplicate checking. will be performed by the systems;
and it is expected that any duplicates discovered subsequently can be handled by a
imanual correction process: If a record is to be updated, a flag will be set in all data

bases to show that no participant should try to change the record before the first
ipdate is complete. All records created through the system will be made available

through the MARC Distribution Service.

LC will serve as bibliographic monitor of the project. Cooperating libraries will

agree to the same guidelines as the NACO participants and undergo similar
training. It seems likely that the first participants will be chosen from among those
WLN and RLIN libraries already participating in NACO. It is expected that the

system will become partially operational in mid-1 984,

CODABASE: All of thesa projects are now being fitted together at 1.C into an
overall system called the Cooperative Data Base Building System (CODABASE).
CODABASE is a two-dimensional system in that it covers .various. types of records

(bibliographic reecords and name and subject authorities) contributed through a
variety of mechanisms. The mechanisms depend on various factors including the
need to control use of the LC system and the capabilities of the participating
libraries. Four methods of contribution have been defined. Under the simplest

arrangements, libraries search the LC files avaiiable to them (OCLC; NUC on COM,



-€1—

~ Libraryof Congress
Cooperative Dapgnsa$g“3uilding Oystenm
(CODABASE)

* Liiked Systems Project

- \ ol
| - el .0 L L
 Seareh/Trpit/Update | - (nane aithorities presently)
' (18t implenentation =~ ! |
| namé authorities)

¢ l—meil) aid Setirch ORly

(name autborities presently)

oSearch/Input Updste
Harvard & Chicego
| (e attorttes,
| subject authorities; &

----------------

I *

Record Types
ane & sereg authortiestHACO
Subect authorities =t
'\, Bibllographic records 7
“Jocatton records n!
Criteria
LPMMM&MM&WM
2. [Bach cooperative effort mey
or may not have different
participants

pﬁ. - !7 I

MARC Distribution Servips

! bihtiographie records presently)



ete:) and submit records on. LC worksheets by mail: A second method uses mail
submission; but the cooperating library has a terminal that enables it to search the
LC files directly. These two methods are used by the current NACO participants.

Under the third method, a library inputs directly to LC. Harvard and Chicago use
ihis method, but its use is limited by constraints on the LC system: The last method

is contribution via a computer-to-computer link: This appears to be the most

RLG Chinese/Japanese/Kotean Project: The RLG/CJK Project is somewhat

similar to CONSER in that the master cdata base will be housed outside LC: The
Rosearch Libraries Group has developed a system that allows the input and
processing of Chinese, Japanese, and Korean bibliographic' records with oriental
characters. LC is joining 16 other libraries in creating a cooperative data base. The
records will include vernacular and romanized fields and may be accessed by either
kind of character string. The data will be returned to EC where the romanized
portion will be added to the LC data base. The records will appear ir romanized
forim in the National Union Catalog and will also be distributed through the MARC

Distribution Service. LC will continue to print cards containing both romanized
headings and verhacular body of the entry. '

" LC participation in the project began in September: Selected staff have been

trained in the new system and will participate in a pilot project this fall to

determine the best workflow for this new procedure. Full operation is planned for
1984. '

 Other Namie Authority Projects: “LE is enhancing its name authority file in
othier ways. For a number of years, we have been working elosely with the National
Library of Canada in the area of corporate headings. LC catalogers search
Canadian Authorities and use the form found there for Canadian corporate bodies.
If a heading is not found, LC calls or telexes NLC for an ‘established heading. In
1983, both libraries agreed to extend the program to personal names under a slightly
altered arrangement. :

' We also hope to expand the data base considerably in 1984 by the inclusion of
_authorities from the National Union Catalog. NUC. staff will prepare preliminary

iuthority records based on the bibliographic records they receive and input these to
the nume authority file. These headings will be modified; if necessary, and upgraded
to full records when they are needed by LC-catalogers or NACO participants.

 Subject Authorities; Cooperation is just beginning in this area, largely because
there is sLill no online pubject heading input and update system to facilitate the
effort: liarvard and Chicago are adding subject headings to their bibliographic
records and are ablg”to propose new subject headings as necessary. They will
provide the necessary background documentation and new headings will be reviewed
at the weekly editoriai meeting before being added to the data base.

_Another gooperative venture is the Extended Vocabulary Project. Originally

€Carol Mandel; this project was funded in its planning stages by the
inci¥on Library Resources and set up by Pauline Cochrane. The purpose of the
prdject is

libraries to submit proposals for additional see references. It was hoped that this
would allow users to approach the data base by an expanded number of terms

to augment LC's subject heading entry vocabulary by reguesting selected

without the costly modification of the headings themselves. Duke; Harvard, the

University of Catifornia at Berkeley, and the National Library of Canada were the
. N
N
o - o
: -14- -
N 21

-
.-

-



initial participants. During the initial pRgise, 324 proposals were reccived of which
slightly under 50 percent were added to the data base.

Expansion of tHis project awaits the appointment of a Coordinator of
Cooperative Cataloging Projects early this fall. It is expected that this person will
cnable us to expand subject heading cooperation in & number of areas. These include

headmgs o their blbllographlc records without modlflcatlon work with the Natlonal
Libraries of Canada and Australia in solving the discrepancies between their subject
lists and LCSII; and explorationi of methods for allowing seiected participating
libraries to §Ubhiit proposals for new Siibject headings to LL.C for consideration.
vllmmal Level Catalogmﬂ. Desplte a11 o. the cooperatlve eff01ts already

desecribed, it is clear that there are some publications which are not worth the great
oxponso of fu11 catalogmg, authorlty work and sub]ect analySIS. L(‘ faced th1<.

muterlals whlch were not ea511y avarlable to users,.LFor the most part, these were
low priority items or large collections which LC had never had the staff to
handle--und it appeared that it never wouid: The decision was made that a lower
level of access was better than no access.

lt seemed 11ke1y that thls problem al.,o faced other 11brarxes. "lherefore, in

dlrectors to dec1de what the essentlal elements in a natlonal minimal level record
should be. Several basic gu1de11nes were adopted. .

1. The 'm'i'rii'r'n'al 1eve1 record was a .base below which a nat10nal~1eve1

record should not go. lIowever, it should be p0551b1e to create a

record at a level more complete than minimal level; but less complete
than full cataloging:

2. The record should be self- deflmng--that is it should contain a code

showing what features (name authority work, subject headings; etc:)

had been completed. This was necessary to show at a glance what

work would be hecessary to complete the cataloging:

3. That portlon of the record reqmred should be accurate so that it could
be used as a base on whiech g fuller record could be built. For this
reason it should be created with book in hand.

Following these giidelines; a minimal level record was defined.
i. The record should have AACR 2, level 1 description for the body of
" the entry. It was agreed that this portion of the cataloging could bé

done relatively inexpensively by non-professional personriel.

2. A main entry should be included if this was required by AACR 2. Full
searching for headings should be carried out against appropriate
authority and bibliographic files so. that_the established form. of name
couid be used. Where no establlshed form was found an AA(“R 2

3. Full content designation should be carried siit for those dta that were
carried in the record.



optional.

‘The resulting record had a number of advantages. It could be created quickly

and inexpensively by non-professional staff. It provided _the basis for main

ertry/title and title approach in most automated systems. In some systems, the
record could also be searched by series and by keywords in the main entry title, and
series. 1t provided a core record that could be enhanced by another library, but the

information already carried in the record would generally need no modification.

Mininial level cataloging was begun at LE in 1980. The data base now contains

over 40,000 records including those for books, serials; and microforms. Distribution

of these records is planned for late 1983:

LG has now decided to use this technique systematically to obtain control of its
300,U00 record cataloging arrearage which contains items that go back to the
1930's. A special projeci iiss been set up to re-select this-arrearage. Some items
will be discarded and some will be flagged to indicate the need for full cataloging.
The bulk of the material, however, will be designated for minimal level ‘cataloging.
A four-year project is anticipated under which most of these books will be -

cataloged, much of it by contract.

Network Advisory Committee:

LC's cooperative efforts have extended beyond the building of bibliographic

data bases. On a more theoretical and information level is the Network Advisory .
Committee (NAC). NAC held its first meeting at LC in April 1976, with a
meinbership primarily representing the library network organizations. In June 1977,

a planning paper Toward a National Library and Information Service Network: The
Libeary Bibliographic_Component was published, and for the first few years the
committee devoted its meetings to monitoring the activities estabiished in response
to the recommendations given in this paper. Between 1968 and 1979; the

membership began to expand to' include representatives from associations and the
non-library information sector-and to work closely with the Council on Library

Resourc¢es Bibliographic Services Development Program.

Over the years, the role of NAC has changed: Its most important attribute is

bringing together different segments of the information community to address

complex networking issues in which all have a stake. A single topic is now selected

for each meeting and discussed in depth. Issues have included governance,

compensation for the creators and processors of bibliographic records, document
delivery and the new technology, public sector/private sector concerns. regarding
- networking; and the emerging statewide computerized bibliographic activities and
their relationship with state library agencies. NAC is & unique forum for the sharing
of information and conecerns in the area of library networking:

Conclusion.

 Thesegadtivities represent LC's efforts to respond via cooperative projects to
the bibliographic needs of the nation. They represent a good beginning, but much
work remains to be done. Other speakers at this morning's. meeting will describe

soine of the problems that we face as well as some possible solutiorns.
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: I‘llh FARRIERS:
KNOWING AND FACING THE PROBLEMS

Henriette Avram

Library of Congress

MR: ROSENTHAL: We are now going to hear Henriette Avram speak about

"I'he Barriers: f\nowmg and Facing the Problems." Henriette had for us the good"

sense at some point in the Neanderthal ere of hbrary autoniation to volunteer to run

a library in a software firm with which she was associated; anc the rest; as we know
is history: Henriette: .

MS. AVRAM: We have Just heard Marty Runkle state that blbllographlc control

is basxc to the orgamzatxon -and operatlon of a hbrary, regardless of whether tLhese

operations are being conducted in & manual oﬁrﬁrnachlne mode. Lucia Rather then

went on to describe the activities of the Izlbrary of Gongress (i:C), rmludmg its
growing "cooperative efforts; which are based on the realization that the successful

pgti’drng”ot‘”a national bxbhographtc apparatus is dependent on more than one

organization. Lucia said we were Just begmmng I wouid i!ke to rnodtfy cthat and say
we have been beginning for 18 years now; but we are getting there!
<

an understandlng by llbrary admlnlstrators, QI what the barrlers,,are, ln order ,that
they ?‘a'n diriétly, or through otheré, eontributé to re'rn”o'ving th’é'rh’. I héVé been
bgrrlers and q;scussmg with you; w,hen poss;ble, what,We mlghtdo to resolve them.
Tné_hature of my response to today's assignment plé'c'eS me in an uncomfortuble
role. The essernce of a nroblem m*st be stdted if it is tc be discussed and in this
case that essence is people. Even when discussing organizations, which are of
course made up of people, I tisk treading on sensitivities. Therefore, I ask your
forébearance as I 1i'p’toe through the minefield. .

"The problenis considered in this paper are of two kinds—both constituting
roadblocks in the way of our efforts to create @ comprehensive system of
bibliographic control. My discussion of the first type of problem may be thought of
as an "alert", le. a Warning or an_ alarm to 1nd1v1dual dlrectors. For those of:you

people not under our immediate control The issues are complex and require much
more explorations Recogmtlon of the issues, brmgmg them out into the dayllght*
and taking positive steps as a group towards resolving them would take us a long way

in the direction of removing the barriers:

I Wlll lntroduce each problem with a statement of the problem as I see it and

gwe my veiws &s to why the problem exists; later, David BlShOp will give us a pian

of action, where applicable; to resoive the problems: Some of these problems I see
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from the point of view of the Library of Congress. I assume that we would agree

that “his is one necessary point of view, since LC does play a major role in the
bibliographie aspects of service to users. It should be interesting ‘to learn, during

thie discussion period; if Association of Research Libraries administrators have
difterent points of view. '

The Tirst three probleims Ishall discuss are of the "alert" type:

~ l.a: Problem: We are_all knowledgeable of the benefits of cooperative
eataloging according to established standards, such as cataloging codes and machine
formats; so that data can be shared. When it comes to practice, however, we often
tuie liberties with standards. Those who fail to follow standards will often create

tlieir own variety of rion-standard record. Consequently; those who truly follow

clundards must either input néw records or upgrade somebody else's records.

. Lb. Discussion: It is usually true that one high quality machine-readable
record costs more to create than a lesser guality record: However, if the item i8

cutaloged and the record is converted to machine-readable form according to
standards; everyone who has access to it does not have to repeat the cataloging and

conversion process and, in the long run, this will be more cost beneficial than
creating multiple records for.the same item. Also, it may not cost more in the long

run to create standard records if we factor in the losses of those users who fail to
find material becaiise the use of bibliographic tools is hampered by the lesser quality

of the record. Creating non-standard records yields short term benefits at best.

Vechnical servics staff meet and all agree on standards. Then they go home

and deviate from the standards they just agreed to, at first just a little bit, and then
just a little bit more.. The result is.really non-standardization and difficulty in
sharing duta. Why must each library feel compelled to "differentiate its product”,

however minutely? Has any research-library really investigated the cost to itself of
following standards versus the cost of_ not following standards? Has anyone
considered the aggregate costs to the entire community of following versus not
following standards?

'here is ro doubt that at the onset of any cooperative cataloging project, such
4s the Naitie Authority Cooperative Project (NACO) or CONSER, ‘cooperation is an
nct of failh. The first libraries involved may not have initial net benefits from the

cooperation, but as time passes and more libraries are involved and the data base

becoimes larger, all will benefit. The NACO project is a cooperative arrangement
that has yielded both positive and negative results with respect to costs. LC and its
NACO partners are continuing to work toward refinements that will make this

cooperatioh more cost effective to all parties. You, as library administrators, are in
the position to encourage standardized cooperative activities.
2.5, Problem: We agree, to an objective; then we begin to question the decision

and, consequently, attaining the objective by the most economical means is difficult.

2.b. Discussion: We live in a democracy and recognize that we cannot and °

sHould not stifle criticism: It often happens; however, that statemerits are made by-

individuals without enough understanding of either the problems-or the solutions.

Others, also without ~the necessary understanding, immnediately join in: The
erroneous ideas generated take holgs and those with the necessary understanding
spcnd countless hours setting the record straight. For example, several years ago,
thie Council on Library Resources {CLR) called together a group of experienced
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have been apprlsed of these cftorts. Addltlonally, the boards of dxrectors of the
utilities involved must also have been informed. And yet, just as our energies were

belng concentrated on the irnplementatlon of the cooperatwe pr0]ect some

authorlty control-—agaxn, tlme and energy that could have been better spent on
building the system.

3.a. Problem: There is often a lack of sufficient understanding to adequately

mecasure the cost and benefits of suggested change. Teehnical peoplc have new

ideas but effective 'nanagement control is needed to fit these ideas into the larger

obJectlves and budget is not only the single organization 1nvolved but, in many cases,

other affiliated organizations:

3. b: Discussion: No matter at what pomt we are 1n the development of a

system,; experiences and advances in technology will permit us to do a better job the

next time around. Consequently, ideas are constantly being put forward to change

or redo systems, standards; etc. For example, I would be the last to argue that we

couid not do a better job if we redeslgned MARC today. After all; we have now had

14 years of experience behind us. We could take all forms of material into

consideration at once. 1f we had waited for such analysls 14 years ago we would not

have yet begun. But new forms of material that libraries must handle constantly

come along so it will never really be possible to do the complete job. Who would
have thought of a format for a machine-readable data file or a videodise in the late

1960s?

“3\’lhere “has been an oceasmnai voice 1n favor of AACR 3. A iargér group is

past. [hlS is not viable m the llbrary enylronment where, access to the past m,aterlal
along with the current is a major requiremerit. An effort should be made to Stop
this constant upheaval; which is costly and counter-productive.

Technical processing is the foundation of library service., Library systems are

not static; they are dynamic. Changes will oceur.. Management must always be
alert to avoid needless change; and to evaluate all changes with respect to the
present facilities. Upward compatibility must be achieved when changes are
necessary. Directors must be sufficiently aware of and knowledgeable about trends
and developments to control suggestions for such major revisions as AACR 3, MARC
'3; and LCSH 2. Directors must be able to forecast the impact of proposed changes
on their libraries budget; staffing; operations, and service.

To summarize these first three problem areas that wé constantly encounter, the

— A
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successful building of a comprehensive system for bibliographic control would be

creatly assisted by adifering to the following guidelines:
s Follow standards.

b. Avoid uiiiccessary reexamination of direction. It is difficult enough to

arrive al & consensus or a direction: At best; since so many people and
organizations are concerned, the consensus or direction arrived at is

fragile in nature and can easily be torn down; to no one's advantage.

c. Deal with change so that it does not destroy the cumulative progress
to date toward a comprehensive system. Change should be
evolutionary, not revolutionary.

 ‘Ihe remainder of the problem statements and the ensuing discussions are of the
second type; i.e. probleins created by organizations and people not under our
immediate control.

4.a. Problem: Who owns data?

4.b. Discussion: This issue should probably be stated in its more elemental

form as the problem of compensating ‘the creators and/or the processors of
bibliographic data. Prior to the 1970s, the creators of records did not concern
theimselves with controlling the use of their records.by other institutions. _Libraries
gave their records freely to LC for publication in the National Union Catalog (NUC)
and many libraries used the data with no constraints. In 1976, the NUC publications
were copyrighted by the American Library Association (ALA) but only to protect the

sublisher from total duplication of the volumes by anothier publisher. Individual use
of the records was in no way affected by the copyright. In the late 1970s, there was

a4 growing awareness among a few that, due to the change in the medium, as

machine-readable data replaced paper products, and in the mode of transfer; as we

began to use magnetic tape and online coinmunications, organizations were
becoming increasingly concerned with the control of data from the first to the
second, third, ete:; parties: One of the major reasons for this is the growth of a new
kind of agency, the biblicgraphic utility that depends for its existence on the’

revenue from systems that provide data.

~ As a result of attempts to control the use of records it became necessary to
define the extent of record modification necessary for the new record to become

the property of the modifier, rather thin continuing to be a "copy" of the original
record. Since the data is always manipulated by machine, it is difficult. to

determine when the data has been sufficiently modified to no longer represent the
data of the originator.

In 1980, the LC Néti&%ﬁk Advisory Committee (NAC) planned a program on the

ownership and distribution ‘of inachine-readable bibliographic data. The forum is one
of the earliest attempts to address this issue among all parties in the private and

publie, for-profit and not-for-profit; sectors.. During this same period of time, th'é
Griline Computer Library “Center_(OCLC) held a series of public hearings and
adopted the foliowing policy. For member libraries of OCLEC or networks

contracting with OCLC, there would be no restrictions placed on the use,; sharing, or

sale of OCLC machine-readable records. However, the transfer of such records to
for-profit commercial entities for resale, use, retention, or other purposes that did

not directly benefit OCLC; its member libraries, and/or participating networks,
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niust be eovrdimited by the OCLC management;

lhus, when NAC held a public hearlng m assoclatlon with the ALA in 1981 on the

issues of ownershlp and distribution, the consensus of those present was that the
pxohlcms had been settled: Durlng the last two years, however, the probiems that

were thought not to exnst have been constantiy brought to our attentlon becausc of

numbersrof libraries installing local automated systems. Pcople are now beginnlnﬁr
to recognize that the ownership question is central to future library economies and

operations:

77777777 The ecconomic and legal issues related to the question of data base ownersmp
have had an adverse impact on cooperative bibliographic control. The automation

of the NUC production at LC requires receiving contributed records in
nmchlnc rcadable form for the most economlcal ‘operation.. In,early conversations

to produce the COoM NU(, ,’l‘hus, 1t w,lll not be,posslble for other,llbrarles to have
access to the NUC in machine-readable form. Why? Because to do so; the records
from the utilities representing the titles of the reporting libraries would be available
to all through the MARC distribution Service without compensation to the Source
Utility ’ihé bénéfits of én NUC MARC" distribijtion sérViCé would bé improved

availability of additional locations.

The data base ownership question also affects the availability of records from
other colintries. Agreements aniong various national libraries originally provided for

The controls 1mposed at the time _were that (a) the rec|p1ent not produce the
national bibliography of the originating country, and (b) the recipient only distribute
the data received from the originator within the recipient's country. Inspired by
traditions of sharing and the concepts of universal blbllographlc control, the original
agréements did not address econoinic issues, for which reason the foundations of
international exchange are becomlng increasingly shaky

For a perlod of approx1mate1y two years, theInternatlonal MARC Network

replace the original exchange agreement of 1980, which no longer satisfies all

participants. Where; in the past; the agreement 1ncluded the distribution of the

originator's data within the reclplent s country, now several national agencles have

expressed unw1111ngness to have their data dlstrlbuted within the rec1p1ent country

to organizations that provxde products and services to other agencies: In some

cases, the national agency reqmres a llcensmg agreement between itseif and the

organ17atlon providing the services: The reason is that; with today's technology, it

is possible to access record online across national borders and the national agency

does not want to lose its own customer base:

lhere is another example of international complexities. LC distributes

Canadlan MARC records within the United States according to the econditions of our

exchange agreement with the National Islbrary of €anada {NLC) Recently one of

the U:S. utilities added a €anadian customer who desired to have access to these

records on that utilitys LC has not violated rts agreement with NLC but;
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nevertheless; it appears that Canadian records will be sold in Carada by other than
the National Library of Uanada.

 Pproposed revisions to international agreements would impose controls over data
iwse distribution that could assure compensation for the record creation but, at the

sume time; limit the availability of these foreign records and thus reduce their use.

OCLC's recent action to copyright its data base is central to the question of

duata base owncrship. The utility's proposed network contract and copyright claim
together establish a new relationship between the networks and member libraries.
OCLC's copyright asserts an ownership claim. that . gives. OCLC stronger

court-supported’ control over the subsequent use of the data base. The proposed
network contract would allow the utility to lease tapes to the networks and require
thai libraries obtain permission for specific use of records. In view of the state
library agencies that are both members and support other libraries' participation in
the system; the shift in poliey is taking place after public funds have been expended

to create récords with the understanding that the resultant data base would be

sqvailuble for state resource sharing.

The ownership question influences participation in cooperative projects. For
exumplé, open sharing through the Linked Systems. Project could limit a utility's
ability to control third party use. It is certainly true that with appropriate
software, contracts could be made and upheld to compensate for record use. To

date, however, tlie general feeling appears to be the cost and compiexity of the

software would outweigh the benefits.

5.4, Problem: There is little nationwide planning or coordination: Constantly,

wo have often suffered for the lack of an orderly approach to further development.

. 5.b. Discussion: The examples given below are not all alike. They are,
However, problem areas which result from a lack of planning, or from a lack of
undorstanding, and often from the desire to have all direction come from “the grass

roots level'—the term "national" or "nationwide" tending to turn people off. It

appears to e that many projects profit from nationwide planning combined with
grass root support—it takes both to assure Success. The Council on Library

Reésources has played a major role in stimulating and coordinating a nationwide

approach to library research, planning, and development. But CLR can only

éncourage cooperation: It is up to the rest of s to do the cooperating.

A significant problem is the lack of nationwide planning for retrospective

conversion. The RECON Pilot Project did demonstrate that the cost of converting
and updating retrospective records was high: However; it appears obvious that the

cost of duplicate conversion of the same titles, i.e.; the aggregate cost to the nation
as a whole, must still be higher. Today, since there was no nationally planned
conversion effort; the private sector has provided us with REMARC biit, because

this is a private sector venture, access to that file is imited and costly. Without
coordination; REMARC records may be updated by different _institutions and
consequently duplicates will exist for the same item. How much will all of this cost
the American library community? -

- At one time all CONSER participants were inputting their serial records into
OCLC. ©One data base was searched, and thus costly duplicate cataloging and

conversion of the same title was eliminated. Several CONSER participants then

joined the Research Libraries Group (RLG): Now they input their serial titles in the
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and eon,ve,xslon, One C NSER part1c1pant 1s keylng 1ts semal t1tles71nto”both RLIN
and OCLC. Efforts are underway for OCLC and RLIN to exchange CONSER records
Viéi iiiéignétic t&pé, but, iiS Wé héV'e l'eé'r'n’é’d 'O'V'e'r' the y'ears, the building bf a hétibhﬁl

online.

) Plannlng is a contlnuous process and recent developments need to be exploxted
to keep the cooperative effort together in the new multi-utility environment. The
l.inked System Project could greatly aid in avoiding duplication in both CONSER and
retrospective conversion because the user of one system would have available the
records of another system. For exumple, if OCLC were implementing its link, its
CONSE R records coiuld be transmitted to LC for onhne distribution to RLIN and the
Wushmgton lerary Network (\\LN) leew1se, 1t would be poss1ble for RLIN and

bemg lmplemented between LC, RLIN, and WLN for authorlty records. The Linked
bystems Projects permlts the building of consistent files and makes the data

It seeins to me that we are at a inajor crossroad in our efforts to build a
comprehensive system of blbllographlc control.i CDrtalnly, one very 1mportant

coniponent is the network configuration, the facility we use for communication,

resource sharing, and research. And yet there is no clearly defined approach to
future network development.

There is llttle Joubt that dumng the last decade the massive bibllographlc data

buses housed by the blbllographlc utllltles and the products and services they

prov1ded was a major step forward in resource sharmg We would not be nearly as

advanced as we are without the utxlltles There is also ample evidence that this is

not nccessarily the most effective way to proceed:

l:arly on, some people recognlzed that certaln lxbrary operatlons, e g, senal

configration will mean to us. For example, at_the present ‘time; LC distributes
both new and corrected records. to maintain the files of the MARC subscribers. If
we build a system of regional or local nodes connected by communication links to
the ﬁtilities, how will these data bases be malntalned" Will all local systems,

correction records for the records held by the individual node? Are the ARL
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libraries giving thought to the fact that they presently are—and most likely will
continic to be—niembers of different utilities or have stand-alone systems of their
own? Will this have an impact on the building of comprehensive systems for
bibliographic control?

What 1 have attempted to do today in this session is to raise your awareness of
soine of the problenis we face together: Raising awareness does not solve the
problems, but it does bring them out into the open where we can examine them.
Ahd after all—"if we have met the enemy and they are us"—we stand a chance—with
Dive Bistiop's help—-of going forward:
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THE BLUEPRINT:
A PLAN FOR ACTION

Davld Bishop
University of Georgia

VIR, ROSLNIHAL 1 would now like to 1ntroduce Dav1d Bishop, who comes to
us, again, with an authoritative background 1 note that David is an upstanding

member of the Rotary Club of Athens, Georgia. 1 do not know whether that means
the Optumst Club as well, but he 1s the Director of leraries at the University of

Georgia.

MR BISHOP: We have looked at some fundamentals and made some

zNSUIIIptIOh‘- about distributed bibliographic control. We have examined the role of
. _the Library of Congr ess in bibliographic control and we have considered somie of the

major problems that are facing us: 1 would like to debcribe some componernts of a

plan of action to move us toward an ideal bibliographic control system, includmg

some things that could be done by individual libraries, by utilities, by the Library of

Congress; and by the ARL:

But, before looking at a plan of action; I would like to take a few minutes and
deseribe my pereeption of this bibliographic control system. The focus will be a
data base, whieh is a eolieetion of bibhographic and qmte possmiy holdings "eeords,‘

before retrospective conversion is complete. This data base w111 also have
associated. authority or support files; ideally linked as &n integral part of the data
base itself. . The access. mechanism for this system will be at least sufficient to
allow the -efficient retrieval of a particular bibliographic¢ record. 1t may not be
possible to retrieve all of the works about economics or browse the complete work
of Wiiliérn ‘Shakespeare, but reliable retrieval a particular bibliographic item is an

highly unlikely It could conSist of a number of, synchronized systems:—five, ten,
twe'n’ty', maybe more indebendent data béSés functioning much as L'u'éié 'dé’sérib'e'd in

ptov1ding thé ,n'u"ciéijé 'o'f thé dété base. This nucleus enhan(;ed by records
contributéd to thé Libréry of C'o”n'g'ress éé ié proposed for the NUC project which

the Library of Congr,ess _and the records then distributed through the MARC.
distribution service. .This approach, although just a beginning, would probably be
réthér easy to a"ch'ieve, a't l'ea's’t te'chni'ca'lly' The important thing in tei-ms of

Let us assume, then, & single bibliographic control system: based on a single
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logicil data buse: While this systeni would be used for many purposes including
bibliographic verification, resource sharing, and interlibrary borrowing; 1 would like

to focus on three functions associated with the cataloging process. These functions
-#ire: searching--locking for ‘cataloging copy; creating reeords—original cataloging;

faid maintenance—those activities designed to keep the data base consisterit with
itself.

Theve are two main advantages to using this type of system to search for

eataloging copy. First; it would be possible to.search all of the data base at once or
in 1 known logical progression. ‘Secondaly; one would have confidence in the results;
particularly of a negative search. At present; it is difficult for a searcher to know
when he or she can actually Stop searching.

The second function is creating records: When creating records the major

advantage to this system are rediuced cost and improved quality. ‘The avalilability of

current authority and bibliographic information would reduce the research necessary
{o estublish headings; would assure that the adopted headings are in their most

eurrent form; and would result in generally more consistent cataloging.

“The third cataloging function s maintenance and 1 would like to spend some

time discussing this because 1 believe_the lack of computer assisted maintenance
systems is far and away the most serious problem we face in bibliographic control
today: ‘the problem with our present manual systems; is probably familiar to many
of us: A person finds Library of Congress cataloging for & book and “does the
authority work prior to producing cards o as a result of filing in the public catalog.

During this process; the person finds perfectly good LC records that are in conflict
with the one in hand. The reason; obviously; is that at some point the Library of
Congress changed the old heading but because no_alerting system exists, the records
in the local library catalog were never changed. The person who encounters this has
threc choices: ignore it and live with two fortms of an entry, change the new form
to the old and put off thie problem, or go back and change all the records with the
old forin of entry. None of these options are. attractive: For non-Library of

Congress cataloging records that appear in iitilities the situation is even worse
bocnuse there is no mechanism for those records to be changed when LC records
with the sanic headings are changed. This means that contributed records; found in

atility a data base, may be incorrect even though they were cb-rect when they

initially entered the system.

The solution or & solution to the situations I have described is an automatic or

computer-assisted maintenance system; and_ this feature is one of the most
attractive aspects of an ideatl bibliographic control system.

The automatic or 7§§jﬁi’§:u:téf:é's’si’stéd maintenance system functions in the
following nianner. As access points change or as errors are found; s central agency,

presumably the Library of Congress; would change all the affected records in both
bibliographic and authority portions of the data base; and would transmit those
changed records throughout the system, to the synchronized data bases; to the
appropriate nodes, or wherever they needed to be sent; At" the point in the
transmission process where location symbols become _part of the records, the
changed records would be sent only to the institution requiring the changes. For

example; when the record reaches the OCLC data base; OCLC can tell which
libraries location symbols are attached to the record und can transmit the changes
only to those that need them:
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What is nceded i'{)r effective; low cost, maintenance 1sthe capacity to attach a

boOoK; that it has the record that goes with that book; and that it wants all

subsequent versions of that record that are produced: This would apply to both
memver and Library of Congress cataloging:

onime catalogs are going to have cross-references, current name and subject
authority records will be needed. Initial indications are that the problems of -
meaintenance of authority records will be as great or worse than with bibliographic
records.

11,,we,cdnno,t slgn1f1cant1y leduce the cost of addmg materlals to our,c,ollectlons, we
will likely lack the resources needed for online catalogs, for providing access to
portions of our collections that are presently inaccessible, and for providing other
néw SErViCéS thét éré increa;ingly béihg idéhtifiéd éS Vitél tb biji‘ Usér Cdm munities.

tho’ "Reader's Guide" model than we are today

With a ratnér géherai aéseription of a bibihsgraphnc control systen1 as a basis,

processing depart'rnents.‘, I‘here are many complex issues that w1ll be ra1sed
ineluding: job security; what percent of the remaining : activities are profess1onal in

nature; and questions of the validity of the past activities: This valldlty of past

gdctivities is a particularly difficult issue and it is 1mportant that people understand

that what they have done for the last twenty years. was not a waste of tlme, but

rather that advances in technology provide options that did not exist in the past and

we must now take advantage of those options:

The second thmg wercan do as mdxvrldual libraries is to plan to develop the
capac1ty to maintain our machine-readable records: With card catalogs, an

automatlc malntenance system would probably drown us in replacement cards: But;

as we move toward online catalogs, the replacement records will be in

machlne readable form only so the catalog card maintenance problem will go away

[f We are to take advantage of the standard record and automatlc mamtenance, it is

machine-readable data bases. This can be done in a variety of ways. It may be a
capacity that the utility will provide. This may be something that regional networks

will do. Or, it may be. a capacity bmlt into local online catalog systems.

The third thing we can do is develop the capacity to catalog in our areas of

primary collection strength. We cannot assume that the burden of cooperative
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cutaloging cun be borne by a dozen of the largest libraries. We need to spread the
citaloging load over a broader base and each of us must be prepared to make
whatever cataloging contribution we can. .
Fourth, we must be prepared to pay for the services. that we receive. The

automatic maintenance function; for ‘example, can redice our processing -expenses..-
considerably but there will be a cost for providing this service and we must be
prepuared to pay that cost:

Lt mie turn now te the utilities; and what they can do. The first and probably

most important thing is for them to gccept this cooperative approach and be willing
to be part of the synchronized data base or & node in an overall system rather than a
central node in an independent system. Secondly, the utilities, primarily OCLC;

need to develop a strategy for ownership and fair use of data that will protect their
cconomic viability but will still allow a national bibliographic control system to
become a reality: Without relatively free sharing of records it will be very difficult
for the type of system that is proposed to succeed. Finally, utilities need ta develop
the software that will allow these maintenance Systems to become a reality. The
utilities are at the heart of the ‘maintenance function and they must have. the -

capacity to accept; process, and transmit relevant replacement records, both
bibliographic and authority.

What can the Libary of Congress do? First, LC can articulate its commitment

to providing the coordination function. if we are to build a system based on the

cataloging of the Library of Congress there must be an assurance that the Library of

Congress will accept the responsibility for coordination. Certainly, recent actions
by LC have been extreiely encouraging: Second, the Library of Congress needs to
develop a mechanism that will allow it to receive compensation, possibly directly

from libraries, for performing the coordination function.

it seeifis unlikely that the Library of Congress can assume this responsibility

without additional funding from some source. There is a question as to whether it is
cealistic to assume that additional federal funding will oe available to the Library of
Congress to provide the cooperative function. If not; a system of direct payment by

libraries for coordination may be the only answer. This is a complex issue and care
must be taken that aceepting funds from libraries does not jeopsardize the overall

funding level of the Library of Congress:

" The third thing that the Library of Congress can do is to explore the feasibility
of its becoining the focus of a system to allow riajor contributors of cataloging copy
to receive compensation. Most library directors would be willing for their
instititions to do their original cataloging but for many there is a limit to the
contribution they can make because of the nature of the collections.. There are
some libraries that do a great deal of cataloging and have very special cataloging
skills. Ways need to be found for libraries to be compensated for the original

cataloging that they do that benefits others. It is possible that subcontracting by
the Library of Congress would be a way to accomplish this.

. What can ARL do? First; ARL can play an important role in bringing the

different organizations involved in bibliographic control together and can serve as &

focls for the resolvation of many of the issues raised today.

. Second, ARL can be an important factor in the development of an overall plan

for bibliographic control: Some cdomponents of the bibliographic control system
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pluently oxist in ARL'S Five-Year Plan. Thé Council on Library Resources has
done a great deal in_this area with the Bibliographic Services Development Pirogram;
but ultimately a fully developed plan is needed and ARL clearly has a role in its
developiiient.

Third, ARL should beconie an advocate for funding the coordination function at
thie~ llbrary of'»(»;ongress either. through a system to allow payment by libraries or by
working for increased general funding for LC.

developed to the hbrary commumty, partlcularly tn non- ARL llbrames We, cannot
expect 1 blbhograprhlc_rcontrol system to succeed suppoﬁrted only by ,ARL’ libraries.
Nor can We expect other libraries to support the system if they have not been.
inforiiied and been involved from the beginning. It may well be that communication
with the general library community about this plan is the most important thing that
ARL can do.

) My goal thxs mormng has been to descrtbe ~some general features of a

is because the concept of a standard record is mcreasmgly being accepted, because
economic pressures to- reduce costs and to have funds available for expanded

services such as online catalogs clearly exist, and because we are getting closer to

the point that technology will exist to allow this system to become a reality. It

secems clear that a natlonal blbllographlc control system will emerge one way or

another: The concern is that if we do not take the initiative now; we W111 find a

system that is the result of random developments and marketplace pressures, rather

than an overall rational plan; and that would be unfortunate:



DISCUSSION

§IR. ROSENTHAL: Thank you very much; David. The floor is open .

MR. GRATTIDGE (General Electric Foundation): I believe ARL has an

opportiiity to do one other thing, and that is to keep in touch with the technology
develophients, particularly software technology. I am thinking now of work going on

in systeins where, providing there is a rational basis for making a deecision; the logic
of that decision perhaps can be put into software. Many of the quality control

questions could, in fact, become simplified if the logic is understood. °
MS. AVRAM: Are you addressing modeéling techniques?

MR. GRATTIDGE: In the area of diagnostics, ranging from diagnostics. in
iedicine or in locomotives; one can compare a given symptom against the possible
causes. I am suggesting that if records do not agree, there is a rational basis for
going. back and finding why they do not agree. This could be a machine process

rather than a human process. And therefore, we would at least arrive at the
questions of noncompatibility much more easily.

 MR: ROSENTHAL: I believe that is probably part of what David discussed in
terms of automated maintenance.

MR BISHOP: Yes.

VIR. BROWN: Henriette suggested I might want to comment on her comments

from the standpoint of OCLC. A third of our board is here, I believe, so they can

add or change anything I might have to say.

First; 1 would like to imake one correction; Henriette referred to the feet that
we have a proposal to our library networks that involves leasing of tapes. 1 would
like to make it clear to everybody here, and I am trying to make it clear to as many

people as I can; that last summer we withdrew that approach because we did not

feel from the responses or reaction we received that libraries felt comfortable with
that concept, even though it is used by other systems and data base. And it is not

necessary to carry out what we are trying to.do.

Leference was made to the Board resolution back i 1980 or thereabouts on a

so-called ownership issue. The resolution read to the effect, as Henriette stated,
that free use would be—-or unlimited use could be--use of machine-readable data

except for use by third party commercial entities; which, in effect, take OCLC data
reuse it; and sell it in competition with OCLC. There are several problems with
that resolution. First of all, it has not worked. A number of commercial entities
have received data bases of significant size from OCLC member institutions who
indeed do sell that data. Secondly, that resolution was based on not-for-profit
istitutions. 1 believe we all recognize today that there is & certain amount of

-blurring of lines between so-called for-profit and not-for-profit institutions in terms

of the use and selling of services. Thus; the MARC issue 1Is probably no longer
clearly appropriate. .

are economic, and the resolution will come about on that basis, as she said; the

lienriette lias stated very clearly and very effectively the fact that these issues

technical issues are not the overriding ones. The one thing I believe you should be
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uwaure ot, thoug,h, is that it is not the economlc v1ab111ty issue, in my Judgment, as
much s the mtegnty of trymg ‘to create as large an international online holdings

catalog 8s one can legltlmately and economlcally and techmcally develop And any

means by which either migration away from the Wstem or actions other systerns

thut usc thersystcm but do not brlng in the holdings or catalogmg of other
institutions diminishes thc potentlal value of that datu base, which now has about a

144 mlllxon holdlngs, and is increasingly belng used by European institutions us well
as here in the United States:

We have heard the concept of a copyrlghted data base: The way our po]1c1es

are currently ben‘g lmpiemented or adopted, is that any library can use the data

base in any way it sees fit; other than to turn it over to a third paxty (the third party

being; at the moment; a non-member). But at the same time, as we have pointed

out, we are encouraging and want to see that data shared w1th other libraries that

are not OCLC members; and; in faet; would facilitate that, so that, it then becomes

the question of the diminishing of the holdings for the data base rather than its
augmentation to other libraries.

" [ believe it lS stlll not understood that what we are trying to do is to protect the
data base for those of the general membership.and the library e¢om munlty in general
that have a tremendous faith in the future viability, integrity, and growth of the
data base.

MR. ROSENTHAL: l)oes the panel wish to make any further comment"

- MR. BISHOP: 1 would. Rowland, in terms of this concept of OCLC records
bcmg sent to the lerary of Congress _for the verification, establishing a consistent
data base and then dlstrlbutlng 1t to the MARC dlstrlbutlon serv1ce——1t seems to me

that is economlcally p0551b1e - How does thls ,type of program ,flt .n,w1th O,C,LCLS
concern about its ownership? It obviously is that coming through the MARC

diStribUIibn service throws récords out into piblic dbméih. But at the same tlme, lt

MR. BROWN Herriette touched on that a little bit in her talk. A p’ub’ii'c

MARC distribution system is the equivalent of OCLC, and 1t may be that OCLC
would eventually just work itself out of existence by prov1dmg a means by which
cataloging is done on OCLC and then turned over to LC to be dlstrlouted to users
who in the long—term no longer need OCLC At some pomt one englne dlsappears

econoniics of the new engine:

There is a dllemma in terms of trylng to get broader, and let us say, 1mproved

blbllographlc control and dlstrlbutlon. One must also look at what has worked to

date and; as the snggestlon was made earller, have an evolutlonar_/ process. Do not

throw out the baby with the bath water. I believe this is a concern we need to deal

with honestl)7 as to how 1mproved blbllographlc control and distribution can best be

achleved. Ibelleve there are ways; but I am not sure I am smart enough to know the

best way. But, we need a solutlon, and we need to deal with the existing systems

that are already working—RLIN, OCLC,; WLN, and so forth:

___But, OCLC has a somewhat different problem than do the other systems in one

regard, and that is the nature of our membership; the nature of the. data base; and
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froin whoi we iieed support in order to exist.
its major asset is as a communication system and its capability rather than its data
basc?

VIR, BISHOP: But; realistically, do you not think the major value of OCLC and

| 4R, BROWN: No:. Let me tell you why. The telecommunication strueture in
the United States and in the world is going to be changing so rapidly that for any

system that has invested the amount of money that these institutions here have
invested in OCLC to be dependent upon é,pa\rt’icula[f’treliecqrprrprurjiéétiéh, structure is
very, very thin ice: The major asset; by far, that you all have invested; in a sense,

in OCLC—and I say that even with the RLG libraries because indirectly or directly
they benefit from the OCLC base--is the uniqueness of that international holdings
data base. And if that is eventually diminished without something else, equally -
viable, taking its place I would say that is much more important than any '
‘coimmunication structure which can change and will probably change in the next
coiiple of years. 'The technology of hHow it is done is going to change constantly.

Wwhet needs to be kept, however; is some access that any library anyplace in the
world could go to as a last resort for finding out where an item is available. \

MR. GOVAN (:Bﬁrii'/iérifgirtymdf North Carolina): In the absence of any other

comment, 1 would like very much to point to the points David made about ARL's

role in his plan of action. And I certainly hope that when the transeript of this

meeting is published the membership takes those suggestions seriously and that we
do whatever we can to help meet some of the challenges and problems. 1 agree with

lim that the Association has a central role to play and I hope we do not let this
opportunity go unmet.

MS. MARTIN:. (Johns Hopkins University): 1 certaiily second Jim's comments:

[ would like to refer people to a Network Advisory Committee document about &
nationwide bibtiographic system which, i believe; was done three or four years
ago—about the same time as the other one to which Henriette referred. In that
document, the final recommmendation was more of a system along the random and
evolutionary lines. 1am very, vpry conscious of the point that Henriette made of
coming to a decision in a group, and ‘then going home and changing our minds and
creating a stir. So, perhaps a reflection on those documents that we have created in

the past might be useful.
Kaye, you had something to do with that; too.

~ MS: GAPEN (University of Alabama): Yes; I recall that document. At the point
at which we worked on that document and held hearings on it at an ALA meeting; as
I recall, we felt that, given the state of technology, and given the state of
ht evolve; if it went

development systems, that was the way a national network might evolve, il
together in developing systems. And I tend to believe myself that that may still be

the case. So the planning—-if we call that planning or words to describe some
effort--now would be to talk about what we are doing, so that we can think
effectively. Biut, that was a basic document that we did have hearings on and we all
elle . : e .

tended to agree with it.
 3R. ROSENTHAL: To what extent was there an economic analysis embedded
in that document? |

is. GAPEN: There was not one. 1 believe the economics of the issue were
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implicit in the discussion in which we all hud our own money or we were

purticipating in cooperative activities that we financed, and we did not believe that

the ceconomies of creating a lurge data base or national system or plan in that way

wus po&smle 'lhc- economiecs of qupportmg wmf" we were doing woulq continue to

cvolvc and thut is where the money would come from. It seemed pragmatlc to build
upon the busis we hud estublished; which was the point that Henriette made todays:

I%s
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BUSINESS MEETING, SESSION 1

{Session 1 of the Association of Research Libraries Business Meeting; attended

by the ARL membership only, convened on Wednesday, October 19, 1983. Following
wn informal discussion of implementation of the ARL Plan of Action; the
Hicnibership turned to consideratior of the 1984 budget and proposed dues increase.
Vir. Govan, on behalf of the ARL Board of Directors, moved that the membership

approve a dues increase of $1160.00 for 1984. The motion was passed with "'no
dissenting votes.] o

BUSINESS MEETING, SESSION 11

 [#r. Govan began the meeting by announcing the election-of Richard Talbot of
thie University of Massachusetts as Vice President/President-Elect for 1984.]

Report from the Office of Management Studies

M R. WEBSTER: Rather than give you a status report on the range of projects

we are involved in, 1 am going to rely on the written report that is available to you.

[The OMS Report appears as Appendix DI]. Instead, what I would like to do today is
to review our schedule of activities for 1984 to alert you to services and resources
you can take advantage of or involve your staff in: ’

First is the training schedule for this next year. We Have not yet replaced

Vaureen Sullivan as Training Specialist.. Instead; we are trying to use OMS steff,

former employees; and other individuals who have worked with us in the past to
conduct these activities. We have a very ambitious schedule for 1984 and we
believe we will be able to maintain that schedule while we recruit for the Training
Specialist position.

We have planned a number of special focus workshops this year: a Planning and

Communication Workshop, which will be conducted af the University of Pittsburgh

Library, and a Supervisory Skills Workshop at the Johns Hopkins University Libr-ry:
I note these because, again, we are prepared to design and operate special fo:us
workshops in your institution on specific topics; either in program areas such as

serviees, collection, and preservation; or on management topics such as the Planning
and Cemmunication Workshop. ‘

Beyond those special focus workshops; we will offer a series of busic

Vianagement Skills Institutes in the next year. We will conduct both public
(Ctitutes for which brochures have been distributed to your libraries indicating the
availability and the schedules, and; we will also conduct several special MSls; such
as one in Eiigene, Oregon; for which the University of Oregon Librartes is acting as a
sponsor. In addition to_the basic MSIs; we ‘are offering this year three advanced
\lanagemient Skills Institutes: one in Houston sponsored by a regional cooperative,

She in San Diego, and another in the Washington urea toward the end of the yoir.

These are more intensive; longer institutes—five and a half cays instead of three and
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- a half days—ind they are oriented for senior managers in research libraries.

As'you are gware, we have also been cons1der1ng a management 1nstltute for
\RL dlrectors Such an 1nst1tute would focus on three broad themes the role of

orgam/atlonal change in research llbrarles ,’lhat ,thematlc approach is predlcated
-‘Oon our assumption that there is going to be active partici'pati'o'n' and discussion
among the participants around those topics—e.g., it i 3t a traditional lecture-type
cducatlonal opportunity. We surveyed you all, ant 47 of you responded, indicating

some interest or support of that notion. We scheduled that eveni to precede this
Membership Meeting in Lhapel Hill. We received only thirteen registrations,
however, and because our mmlmal level for conductlng the session is fifteen, we

decided not to hold the event at this time: ’I‘here is some question as to whether it
was a schedule problem, a cost problem, the specific importance or value of the
institute to directors, or whether the design and format mlght have been
inuppropriate: The;OMS Advisory Committee is working with us to investigate these
questions and to decide whether an institute for directors should be rescheduled.

So, we are interested in knowmg how many people are still 1nterested in th1s

-event It would be three days, with a prellmlnary evening session. Would you prefer

. an 1nst1tute scheduled in advance ~of the April Membershlp Meeting at the

Broadmioor in Colorado Sprmgs or an institute scheduled at some other tm‘e of

year? Wwe would also like any comments or reactions to the idea of a _management

institute for ARL directors that would be usefu1 for the staff and the Advisory

Commlttee in planning it. I sense that there is general support for such an event

and it is a schedule problem rather than a format or design problem. If you disagree
with me; please let me know.

A MEMBER: I would like to know how much duptication; if any; there would be
between this and either the basic management skills or the advanced management
skills institute. 1do not want to take the desert survival test again!

tLaughter)

. _MR. W BST ER: It will be a totally new design. The survival skill that we are
talking about is not that test—it might be institutional survival instead. That
particular enercise is used to illustrate group decision-making and group
problem-solving skills. I do not see that topic as being part of this particular
institute. Rather; the dlrectors' institute will be oriented deliberately toward
concerns; interests; and problems of the chief executive officers in research
libraries. :

‘We have had an ambitious schedule for the Systems and Procedures Exchange

Center (SPEC) in 1983. Two topics that are coming up later this year are
telecommumcatlons and reg10na1 libraries. Otur present schédule for kits and flyers
in 1984 includes: collection security; users statistics; copyright policy in member
libraries; use Qf microcomputers; the position of associateuniversi,ty librarién or
associate director; how we manage, use; and operate non-bibliographic data basas;
electronic mail; and arch1ve ‘management. 1 Wani;‘t"z #lert you to those topics in part .
to givé you a sense,of what we are going to be“working on and also as a way_ of
inviting your sugg'esticns for additional topics that we ought to be covering in the
future. Maxine Sltts, who is. SPI:.C Coordinator, has a list of possible topics that will
be considered ldter in- 1984 and in 1985. If you want to influence that agenda, she
would be happy to provide you. with that form which we are using in working with
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our Advisory Comnmitttee in order to get a sense of what topic you would like to see

covered in the future.

~ Our principal effort in the area of self studies is being directed toward the
operation of pubiic services studies, under the sponsorship of the General Electric
Foundation: There are six self studies currently in operation.. The first three
institutions that began earlier in thé year have moved through the interim report
phase and are now working on their final reports. The remaining three institutions

started this fall. Patricia Swanson, who is the coordinator for that preject has done
a magnificent job not only in bringing those studies along, but also in préparing the
study materials for that project and in coordinating the sponsored research projects
in which seven grants were awarded to member libraries to conduct investigations
on specific pubjic service issues. And she has been quite active in working with us in

planning for transition to the next steps in that program. Patricia; as you may be

aware; is on leave from the University of Chicago to work on this project for a
year. She is returning to the University of Chicago on November 1 as Assistant
University Librarian for the science library. She will continue to work with us on

completing these studies and on the preparation of public services study materials.

A number of studies in the Collection Analysis Project are currently under.way,
and we have several additional projects planned to start in the next year. This is

clearly the most active self-study program, next to the Public Sérvices Program.

Those are the items that are of principal concern for us in 1983-84. In addition,

because the Academic Library Program will end in September; as funding from the
Couneil on Library Resources and the Mellon Foundation for that program ends, we
are exploring ways to fill the gap in OMS financial resources that the ‘completion of
this Project will cause. As you are probabiy aware, about 25% of the OMS budget is

paid for by ARL membership dues and 50% of our budget is ‘cost-recovery through
the sale of services and publications. So, we must secure about a quarter of the
budget through external financial support. We have several projects in various

stapes of design and under consideration by foundations. For example, we have

made a proposal to the Nationzi Endowment for the Humanities to support a series
of ten studies at member libraries in the preservation area. The decision on that

proposal, 1 understand, is going to be made early in 1584. We have bégun discussion
with the Mellon Foundation concerning support for the design of technical services

studies. We are discussing with both the Council on Library Resources and the ARL
Coinmittee on Library Education a proposal to conduct an institute for library
oducators on research library eoncerns. (That idea came out of the committee and
we put it together in a tentative form as & proposal to the Council:) We have also
put together, with help from libraries in Canada, a proposal to General Electric of

Canada to conduct a series of selfstudies in Canadian libraries that would parallel

the current public services project. (As you might recall, the grant from General

Electric Foundation has a restriction on allocation so those monies can_go only to
the U.S. libraries:) And finally, we are working with ARL Executive Office on a
proposal to the Lilty Endowment coricerning operation of Phase Il of the National

Collections Inventory Project, and I believe that will be reported on in the Executive
Director's report:
These are our prospective projects. The OMS Advisory Commiittee and the

public Services Advisory Committee both met during this meeting and those groups

have been of essential help to us in developing these ideas. 1 also want to alert all

of you to what we are considering. We are interested in your r2action to these
programs, your advice; and your help. Thank you:
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Election of New Board M

MR L;OVAN- 1 would now llke to call on tke Vice Presndent/Presment Elect

Eidred Smlth, wlo is the chairman of the Nommatmg Committee, to present the

nominations for election to the ARL Board of Dlrectors.

MR: SMITH (Umver51ty of anesota) Mr. Pre91dent, the other members of the

Nommatmg Committee are Le Moyne Anderson and Nancy Brown. We present the

following names as nominees for election to the Board._ Graham Hill of McMaster

University, Herbert Johnson of Emory University; and David Laird of the University
of Arizona:

MK: GOVAN: Are there other nominations from the fioor? (No response:) Are

you prepared for the vote? We will vote on the slate then. All in favor signify by

saying "aye:" (Members respond.) Opposed? (No response. ) Let's congratulate our
new board members: Mr. Hill, Mr: Laird, and Mr. Johnson.

WiitGGVAN The next business; as long as we &ré,éléétihg people; is the
consideration of the University of Waterloo as a new member. The board presents

this name to you for election to membership. Is there any discussion?

MR: ATKINSON {(University of Illinois): Wittiout any reflection on tne quality
of the UhiverSity of Waterloo; 1 would like to ask you all to join me in voting no.
This is not, as 1 said; a reflection on the University of Waterloo, but it is c¢lear to
me, at least after that great discussion of the new criteria that was, in fact,
supposed to insure the continuation of a homogeneous body of shared concern and
shared commitments; that the way the criteria works is that every time a new
r.erhber é'o"rh'eé in thét sprééd bé’é'o”rﬁéé'grefitér. S’o’, I W'o'ul'd like, by this Vote, t'o'

MR. GOVAN: Any further discussion?

A MEMBEEK: Is there a committee report?

MR. GOVAN: A committee report on the criteria?

A IVJLIVIBER Is there a commlttee that exammes the membershlp of new

umver51ty libraries: 1 know our Membership Committee on Nonuniversity Libraries
exdmines prospectlve nonumversxty libraries.

MR. (JOVAN In the case of university libraries it is all staff work: The

criteria are fairly clear and if we want to address the point that Hugh has raised, I

believe the approach is onece agam to examme the criteria, as he suggested.

MR. LUCKER (Massachusetts Institute of Technology): I thought I had left this

far behind. Some of you recall that I chaired the committee that revised the
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oriteria for ARIL meinbership, and I want to correct one thing Hugh said. The

nathematics and actuality of the criteriu do not have the effect of lowering the

standards for future new members. Under the earlier criteria that was the actual
offect, because we weré using medians and it was inevitable that libraries coming in
below the median were, in turn, lowering the median. With the present criteria, the
incoming library must look like the top_the 65th percentile. They are really coming

in at @ much higher level than libraries that came in under the old criteria.

Now; it is true they are not entering in the top ten; but they are not coming in

the bottom ten, either. We knew when we passed these new criteria--1 have
forgotten how many years ago it was—that we never had the intention or the
expectation that we would close up the membership. That was not the intent. The

intent was to try to maintain a membership that looked as much like each other as

possible.

I believe the number of libraries that have entered ARL since the new criteria

is probably soinewhat lower than before, but there certainly Have been a number of
new members. And I believe that the committee's report and the long disgussion we
had at one of our meetings made it clear that we knew at that time that, even under
the new criteria, there were going to be new members. And I would have ‘hoped that
the membership of this organization would have realized it then, although a lot of
people in this room were not there. I have no objection to having another look at

the criteria. But it is my recoliection; in 11l honesty, that that was both the intent
and the practice.

MR. ATKINSON: I do not disagree with you that that was the intent. I am
suggesting the way it works out does; in fact; keep shifting lower and it does move

those precentiles. The experience we have had SHow that.
MR. GOVAN: Further discussion?
A MEMBER: Which one of thern is right==does it or doesn't it?
. GOVAN: As in most quéstions, they both have some right:
MS. ECHELMAN: Ibelieve day is correct in stating that the members who have

been accepted for inembership since the criteria were adopted have not come in the
lowest quartile. ‘

\k. De GENNARO (University of Pennsylvania): It seems to me that we do

have these criteria and Waterloo gualifies under them and 1 believe we have an

obligation this time around to vote to admit Waterloo, and simply live by the
criteria: But, maybe llugh has a point and we might want to look at the whole

question of membership again.

- MR: GOVAN: I was going to address that fact; also: 1believe we have a moral
obligation; in a sense; though we in no literal sense have an obligation, to admit
waterloo: And indeed; 1 was about to say that there is nothing to prevent our taking
another look at those criteria; if indeed we believe that the number of new members

is posing a problem. I believe we all sense that there is some dilution of our
effectiveness as well as our collegiality, if you will; as the group grows largei. And

soliiehow we need to work out a solution to that problem:

is ihere any further discussion?

%
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MR. WYATT (University of Rochester): We recognized; when we went through

this process before, that there was a strong movement toward the degradation of
thie standards of the Association, and part of the charge to that committee was not

50 iillch to stop the degradation as to merely slow it down. ' believe there is no way
to stop it unless we simply decide that is what we are going to do ‘and close the

membership, and then we do not need a particular change in the criteria and the way -
they are applied. I do believe that th: actual degradation of the criteriaghas been
slowed dowi. We also have to face the fact; however, that it is not just the criteria
but the ways thiey are applied, because there continues to be some degradation

Wwithin the association membership of our purchasing abilities; too:

MR. GOVAN: I believe we are bound to recognize that there are two issues

Here, really. Quite aside from the degradation of standards; there is the question of

pure, absoluté numbers. I believe these are separate issues; and yet each has an

MR. LUCKER: We do not have the ARL Index for this year yet; so it is hard to

tell. But for the two preceding years there has bee:! no real shift in the index by the
addition of new members. When we did the study, we were able, using the statistics
that the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) has collected; to
collect data on potential members of ARL: When we did the review of the criteria,
we estimated that there were; at that time, as many as six or seven institutions that

might qualify for ARL membership based on the data; not including the number of
Ph.D. programs (we did not know what those numbers were). Of those institutions,

Georgia Tech and North Carolina State have already been admitted to the ARL
nmembership; Waterloo was alsc on that list. Four of the libraries that were on that

list have not applied for membership, perhaps because of the Ph.D. program
requireiment: :

‘Now; to the best of my knowledge that number of libraries has not changed very

much. In other words; we believe that that seven—which is now five, and, if
Waterloo is admitted; four—that that four is probably still about the-right number:
So, the ARL membership might over the years grow by another ‘half dozen. But

unless there is scme tremendous increase in support for university libraries, that
body of libraries out there has not changed very much. And remember that one of
_the strong inhibitions of membership is not the statistics, but the number Ph.D.
programs. The number is now about 26. And that in itself may be the thing that
will limit ARL membership for a much longer time than any other nuinber, given

what we all know it costs to start a new Ph.D. program. But, again, just to set the

record straight; we did point this out three or four years ago that we did have that

number and my vague knowledge is that number has not changed vzry much:

MR. GOVAN: Further discussion? Are we ready to vote?.
All of those in favor of admitting the University of Waterloo Library to

membership please say aye. (Members respond.) Opposed? (Members respond.)
Without being accused of a second Sam Rayburn, I think that was favorable, would
you nays agree? (Members assent.) '

Report from the Couneil on Library Resources

MR. GOVAN: Thé next item of business is the report from the Council on
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Library Resources, which Jim Haas will moderate.

 MR. HAAS: The Council on Librery Resources has two and a half Program
Officers; they are all in front of you. Lee is one, Deanna is two, and those who
kiiow ine well recognize the half.

~ We are not going to provide a comprehensive report: ©ur annual report for the
fiscal year just ended will come out in another month or so {the "or so" being four or
five more months). I know you read these annual reports with great passion and wait

breathlessly for them: At least look at the introduction this time; bécause we talk
about the profession of librarianship and professional education. And I believe it

will tell you where we are heading on that topic:
What we plan to do today is to ask Lée to give you a brief ovarview of thé

Bibliographic Services Development Program (BSDP). Deanna will then talk about

one of our new ventures, the delivery of information. I will talk about two
subjects—first; a meeting held ten days ago at Wye; and second, a new program we

are about to embark on (provided we can get sufficient interest and our Board
agrees): - :

Lee, why don't you go ahead?

MR: JONES: I hope all of you had an opportunity to pick up a copy of the .
report I prepared in advance. It provides a more thorough examination of what the

BSDP has been up to over the last six months. This afternoon I would like to touch
on some new developments since the last time I had the opporturity to talk with

you: I will be selective and not touch cn all of them—only those trat seem to have -
major import. *

form. Aspen Systems is the contractor for that effort. Why would we be interested
in providing risk capital for the publishing community? It is one way to buy in, if
you will; on behalf of the library and university computing communities, to a project

of great significance. There is a proj.}ct management team on which Robert Hayes

of the UCLA School of Library and Information Science sits and whieh I monitor:

Both of us are very interested in seeing that the interests of libraries and university .
computing are; indeed; represented.

There is a National Library of Medicine task force that has been named,

including representatives from the Library of Congress and National Agricultural
‘Library. Its mission is to define that part of the coding scheme that would be
appropriate for libraries and their users. Their work will be completed with the
year. There will bé an open forum during ALA Midwinter to review the project and

progress to date. This may be the only time, prior to the completion of this work,

that the library community will have an opportunity to review the work of the task
force. Many of you in this room, however, belong to institutions that are
participating in a continual review of project documents. They are called “stake
holders", a térm I abhor. That group, numbering 36 or more; involves the publishing

community, the author coinmunity, ‘academic computing and libraries; and will

review every Stage of the project until it is completed.

A quick fiote about retrospective conversion and the. assessment of what is
going on in that aréa. We have two consultants at work trying to assess what level
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of recon activity is presently taking place in the U.S., What,s’tratfegies are being
pursued, and they will attempt to assess whether or not it is, indeed, too late for any
nationdl plan or suggested strategy for retrospective conversion. Heiriette dlluded
to that activity during the program, and I think she believes it is, indeed, too late;
we will see. The report should be completed by the end of the year and copies ought
to be availible for you the next time you meet. , .

w111 not dweu on that except to suggest the present timetable for that pro]ect. We
have corne to a polnt where 1 be11eve we are at a watershed. Pretty soon a number
of detugl hdrd tests are going to take pldace and we dre going to find out whether &gll
this effort has indeed been worth it and whether the structure will really perform.
’lhe telecommunication links themselves will have been completely tested, we

Jeueve, by the end of December 1983. Early 1n 1984 we will begln to test the

Libraries Group, and the Washlngton lerary Network: WLN will probably lag a

little bit behind, simply because they have had difficulty recruiting sufficient staff

to Olyrnpla. We have ninded the ESP partlclpants to take a look at other activities

thut will take place over the link: In other words; toideflne the next applications

that we expect to see over the link. OCLC is observing in both the authorities

implementation part of the project and in the exploratlon of additional uses of the
links

3

i hak}e severai brief commentsi want tomakexntheareaof onnnecatalogs As

in great detail. Joseph Matthews and the Yniversity of California; Division of
lerary Automation are doing the work and thelr report will be completed by the

end of Deecember.

what. We have said over and over again that we would be dellghted to entertain
proposals in the area to examine enhanc1ng subject access in online catalogs; and we
continue to be disappuinted with what comes in the daily mail. We are; however,
evaluatlng one project right now that would test the use of the Dewey Declmal

,’I‘raining users. of online cétalb'g‘s: 1 spoké with you last timf,é,énd,répdrtéd on a
session that had been held .in San Antonio following the 1983 ALA Midwinter
Meeting. The proceedings of that particular session are now available and for a
prepaid price of $10.00 you can get a copy. Northwestern University has been
funded to develop a set of strategies for training users of online catalogs and a way
to evaluate the impact of those strategies using user performance as revealed in
transaction logs. Washington University and the University of Wisconsin are

participating in that effort.

now avallable. Again, prepay $10 00 and you get the proceedmgs. It does include

suiiimaries of all the final reports of the CLR online catalog studies. q

the costs and characteristies of online catalogs:. The proceedings of that session are

 You will recall that as a discussion document for that Wye meeting a paper
called, "Costs and Features of Online Cataloo‘s" was prepared. There was a good
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deal of discussion of that document; it came under heavy fire. Joseph Matthews and
Gary Lawrence of the University of California, along with Charles Miller of Florida
State University have revised that document. It has been submitted and will be

published in the Deéceinber issue of information Technology and Libraries. Reprints

will be available froni the authors and from CLR.

As an outgrnwth of that Wye session in which we. had system designers and

library directors meeting together to discuss costs and features of online catalogs,
we scheduled another meeting. System de signers came away from that meeting

saying that they have an awful lot in common to talic about and no environment in
_ which to do so. Following the Library Information Technology Association (LITA)
meeting in Baltimore, we provided that opportunity for 35 system designers of

ontine catalogs from thé academic and commercial community. It was an extremely
stimulating and draining experience; and packed with very frank discussions. We
believe there will be a good many joint projects flowing out of that session: The
participants are already seeking an opportunity to repeat it. Brian Aveney is doing

the proceedings of that session and we hope they will be available sometime in

The. BSDP has been thrashing around the waters of bibliographic control and
service for five years and we have expended a good bit of money. In December; at
the Linda Hall Library; we are gathering a group of library administrators;
computing center directors, network directors; library school faculty, and-BSDP

program committee members to take a look at whdt we have been through over the.
eourse of the last five years, and to spend two and a half days to plot the course for:

the next couple of years: I hope to be able to report the results of that session the

If there are any questions 1 will be happy to answer them now or later:
A MEVIBER: Who is doing the retrospective conversion studies?.

 MS. MARCUM: At the last ARL meeting we were just launching our.
inforination delivery services program and I reported to you then that we had

appointed a task force to identify some of the alternatives for proceeding in that

area. The task force was very helpful to me in identifying those areas we should
pursug first. |

1 mentioned to you then that Wwe were commissioning & study of document

delivery activities in this country. Richard Boss and Judy McQueen were the

consultants for the first part of that study as it was recommended to us by the

Network Advisory Committee's "Statement of Work:" The first report iS now
completed in preliminary form. Several people have reviewed the consultants!
conclusions; ana we are sending that final report to NAC next week. We ‘asked the
consultants to assemble a "snapshot" of the nation's current docuinent delivery
activities: What types of technologies are being used? If it is warranted, we also

wanted to know what kind of methodology ‘should be used to do a complete,
eumprehensive study of document delivery. The conclusion of that study is that it is

fiot warranted to go on with a much more indepth study of document delivery.

'So, 1 will tell you what we are planning to do-——what we are considering, at least;
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very little about what the users think about the document dellve"y services that are
now in place We are going to try a variety of approaches to learn much more than
we now know about users; the1r needs; the services they are using, and ‘where

commercial document delivery serviees fit their needs.

topic. We hope to ask someone from that sector to wrlte the paper; outllnlng

trends, setvxces, and the kinds of libraries that are now being served. We except

that the same paper or another one will take a look at some of the 1mpllcatlons of

commercial services for llbrarles

lhlrd we intend to devote at least some portlon of our cooperatlve research

grants in the next cycle to a consideration of interlibrary loan and performance

1mpxovement in 1nter11brar§7 loans: We will t be send;ng guldellnes for that next rcund

in Aprll The October grant appllcatlons have just conte in, dnd, gs you know, those

grants have; to date; been unfocused; you have had a choice of topies. We are going

to suggest that in the-next cycle some attention be paid to improving the

organmatlonal strurcture of interlibrary loan departments, perhaps, or other aspects
of service improvement;

Finatly; 1 should mention that we are moving ahead as the task force

recommended on 1ook1ng at various ways to support technologlcal experlments that

improve document delivery: We hope to work on both telefacs1mlle and optlcal

dlgltai dlsc research and demonstratlon prOJects. I hope that 7any of you who are

Wingspread in early December 1982. That meetlng concerned a falrly wide ranglng
set of toplcs pertlnent to the llbrary world. What was 1mportant about the sesslon 1s

of, scholarly com|11unlgatlon. unlvers1ty offlcers, provosts; representatives of
scholarly societies, librarians, foun.ation officers. ©One of the specific
recommendations was that the process should continue; that is; this process of
bringing together this mix of péople to continue to talk in detail on half dozen or so
topics that had been identified at Wingspréad.

) Last week, from IVIonday through Wednesday mornlng, about 30 individuals
]omed us at Wye. (We use the term "Wye" a little glibly. Those of you west cof the
Potomac Rivér might not know it—a very nice piece of property on the Wye River
owned by the Aspen. Instltute,,whlch runs it as conference center. It iS both
reasonabty accessible to Washington and a first rate place for no more than two days
or so of splendld lsolatlon.) We brought together thls t1n1e probably the best mleI
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dcadeinic officers; four or five leading scholars, all of whom at one time or another’
had either chaired or were presently chairing a library committee and all of whom
were identified by librarian participants.. We had from UCLA the assistant dean of
the School of Medicine who was the head of the university-wide library committee.
larold Billings' choice was Louis Gould, historian from Texas, again, with good

1ibrary experience. Roger Bagnell, a classicist from Coiumbia has been directly and
indirectly involved in the libravies there for years: David Crawford; a professor of
inusicology from Michigan, completed that group: Five foundation officers,

ineluding the deputy chairman for the National Endowment for the Humanities, also
took part. ARL's Shirley Echelamn was also with us at Wye. » :

The foeus of the meeting was ‘the national aspects of collecting “and
preservation. -And just so you know how it worked; we asked three people to open
the session; one speaking for the university administrators_ (Sheldon Hackney, the

President of the University of Pennsylvania); one speaking for the scholarly world,

(Lou Gould from Texas); and one from the scholarly presses (Herbert Bailey; head of
Princeton University Press). Each talked about their expectations for the future in
terins of their relations with libraries. And it was a first rate way to set a backdrop
for the discussion that followed. : '

" The next day Pat Battin of Columbia opened the discussion by talking about the
problems that need to be addressed over the long-term regarding the national

aspects of collecting. Rudy_ Rogers of Yale did the same thing relative _to
preservation. That night Bill Ward, President of the American Council on Learning

Societies (ACLS) and Herb Morton, who has done a number of publishing ventures
including co-authoring the report, ‘The National Inquiry on-Seholarly_ Cornmunication,
talked about a new office of scholarly communication it is hoped will be established

at ACLS. That inix. of informal preliminary dié'c'ijs’s’icnfswtrifgfgferéa an intense,
thoughtful; and very constructive discussion that permeated the entire meeting.
And, tike all such events, one can do all of the planning, order the buses; pick the
menu, and provide some background papers; but the end result is dictated by the
people who are there. And those who are ifi this room and the others who are not,

did themselves proud. ‘The response I have had from participants has been one of
universal pleasure at the results. :

| would underscore that these are forumis, and forums by definition are settings
oF events where individuals say what is on_their mind, knowing that they will be

heard by others who perhaps have not heard those points of view before. ¥l W el

to continue with the idea of forums (this was Forum II, Wingspread being Forum I).
There will be Forums I, IV; and V. At some point, 1 suspect we will get tired of

picking menus and ordering vans, but as long as the sessions are productive, we are
going to persist. What the forums really do is to force the scholarly world to think

about library problems and the library world to see their problems from the scholar's
eyes.. Even university officers have their eyes opened a bit and simultaneously open,
in terms of fiscal realities; the eyes of the other parties. - The scholarly publishers
having talked things through, feel less concerned and more supportive. It never

hiirts to have the foundation world fully informed:

[ will skip a summary of the discussion itself and simply note that the

reinarkable result was that the participants were speaking intensely, thoughtfully,
e structively about the real issues related to turning the libraries fnto_an
o edepenfont body. This was also the theme at Wingspread, where Bill Ward, then
ACLS'S new president; and one of the opening speaKers said was that what we are

really concerned about is not library A, B; or Cc-—-rather, we are concerned about
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"Ihe Libraty," "The Library" being the aggregation of the country's research
libraries. It is critical for us to view, easy and proper as it is to focus on immediate
institutional concerns, the well-being of all library service in this country. The
well-being of scholarship and research is a function of the Health of the library; and
because "The lerary" is changing rapidly; careful attention is important.

: ) ln a sense, what we were domg is talklng about the needs and requ1rements and
future of the library, espeécially as théey relate to collection development and

preservation. DeSpite the structiured randomness of the _discussion; the end result
was great cohésion among the people there about a fairly long list of things that
needed attention and action. And what I am going to do right now is simply go
through these without going into much detail, so that you know what was
considered Wé intend tb pUbliSh, very quickly, thé s'u”m"m'a'ry bf thé Wingspreéd .

First, there was strong support for ACLS t'o; go ahead with its pian to establish
an office of scholarly communication. What is it? Briefly, a new A®LS component
with the specific mission of representing scholarship, broadly defined, in efforts now
under way to shape the future system of scholarly communication. If I could pick
out one of the five or six thlngs that are listed for the agenda of that office, is that
it will, for the first time, give the scholarly world a cohesive and forceful voice in

the set of discussions that are going now under way concerning the whole set of

topics related to the appllcatlon of technology to information systems and the

future of electronic publlshlng All of those act1v1t1es affect scholarship, but the

.scholarly world speaks with a dlf'fused set of voices rather than a cohesive voxce.

‘This office, 1 believe, will brlng some focus so that the scholarly world can

participate more effectlvely than it has in the dlscussmns, in whieh you are

fortljnately already able to participate; beeause of an organization tike this.

failing apart This is what the discussion will be concentrated on. We have agreed
that the Couneil will help draft a national plan for preservation of this catégory of

material for-review; refinement; and modification by ARL; by the scholarly
é'csm'm'uhity, by scholarly publlshers. ‘And in that draft, which I belleve w1ll be a

be talklng two or we may be talking ten. A financial plan will be awesome in its
size, but I hope realistic in its approach through a five to ten year period.

Wé wiii ta'ik briéfiy atjbijt thé feéhniéai éppréééh,‘éithbug’h 1 am not 'g'o'i'n'g to

_tech,nol,ogy at any pomt in time and shlft th,e,technology when lrnprovements are
avauamé. Wé Will ébnsidéi‘ pi‘bspéété fbr éstéblishing a few régibnal cehters ét‘bund

whlc,hthe,scholarly communlty“and the ,11,brary eommunlty can work togetherto
establish theé basic principles that should underlie preservation activity in this

arena. We w111 seek to enllst a number of the s holarly dlsc1p11nes m gettlng dOWn

»
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this will be a selective program; we will be naive if we seek to preserve everything.

We have asked the Association of American Universities to dedicate a portion

of its spring meeting to the matter of libraries: It is time this group of people paid
serious attention to some of the “fundamental issues related to publishing,
libraries—including economic aspects and the structure of universities as it relates.
to libraries—computing, and a number of the other activities that, taken together,
reflect the university's machinery to assure that information is accessible to its

scholars on the one hand and the product of its scholarship is, in faet, accessible to
society.

‘There was a superb, thoughtful, wide ranging discussion of the Center for

Keseareh Libraries sifply because the Center for Research Libraries is one of our
assets: Although it is hard to summarize the discussion because a wide range of
individual opinions wére expressed, the bottom line is that the Center is, in faet, an
important element in the library of this structure of this country. It is imperativé
that ways be found to make certain the Center is linked closely and effectively to

the large number of other-activities that are going on related to national aspects. of
collecting and preservation, and a way must be found to make certain that the

Center's future is not jeopardized for financial reasons. I have & hard time with
CRL and CLR where transposition of the initials happens all the time, so I tell

people 1 tend to focus on Initial reaction when these two topics come up. ~And that
is, 1 believe, where I had better stop because my reaction is it was a thoughtful,
constructive discussion, and I hope that the people who were there, who have ties to

all the organizations, will help carry that discussion forward.

The Online Conspectus that ARL is working on now in conjunction with RLG

and With a number of other libraries was judged to be of great importance. One
specific point, other than _maintaining the timetable that has been set, is to begin to

think now about ways of putting that new tool to use—not only for libraries but for
the scholarly community itself:

Another point concerned ways to do_away with excessive dependence on the
quantitative method of judging quality. The future will focus on capabilities for
service, and the real question for ARL, because that # where it has to happen, is
How can we begin to judge the performagge of libraries in ways other than "weighing
them" every year. :

We are also going to form a committee on compensation. There are two very
separate issues that are not as separate as they seem. -In .a world where
interdependence is a fact; there will be more and more migration of people to books
and migration of materials tc people. What will be ‘the machinery for
compensation? And when you go to the copyright issue and contractual -

relationships, we come to compénsation again under a different guideline. The

Couricil is probribly going to-—and Deanna is going to have to take the lead on
this—put together a committee on compensation. That committee will include

schiolars; librarians; and publishers, so that we can begin to capitalize on some of the
very interesting work that has been going on both at LC and the National Library of
Medicine, and move the diseussion in a non-adversarial way to finding ways of

solving the problems in this aréna that are going to be with us until we find those
solutions.

 Another item: the library in the year 2000: Someone, somehow, is going to
have to sit down and describe that library. An operations research professor once

-
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talked to iie about the lde’allz'atl'o'n process, where one visualizes what is really the”

least helps you go that way instead of in some other direction. And that is; in a

Serise, what we need to do rlght now. We need to specify; almost define; the hbrary
of the yeay 2000. ; .

'*inally, and this is both too fast and too i'o"ng, there are a hq'rrhberafi ;feséa'f'c’ﬁ

systems broadly defined. There are a number of toplcs that are clearly going to fall
into that hopper, including mi feling alternate approaches to meeting user needs and
the urticulation of economic incentives through cooperative undertaklng

What 1s the relatlonshlp between academlc dlStlnCtlon on the one hand and llbrary
resources and library expenditures on thei other? Topies like that should be a lot of

fun:

In the next three minutes, 1 am going to talk about a completely different topic;
I am flmshed with Wye. We, as you know, are and continue to beé inténsely
interested in the profession of llbrarlanshlp, in the process of professional education

at all levels: We funded a number of projects. They all seem to be sound but we do

not believe we have yet found the right way to make fundamental change.
-

Py

We are about to create a program that is in esserice an 1nv1tatlon to

unlversltles, llbrary schools, and research libraries to help strengthen education for

careers in academic and research llbrarlanshlp We will be writing to the pre51dents

and chief academic officers of the fifty AAU institutions; to every llbrary that is a

member of ARL, and to all of the llbrary schools; or at least those with doctoral

programs, and 1nv1t1ng participation in one or another of two programs. Y,

o

v First, we want to start a new research venture almed at T/armng more than we

know about the profession itself. Second, we want to tap the resourdes of

un1ver51t1es as Well as,hbrarles and llbrary schools to thlnk about new and possmly

going to be availablé'tn the year 2000. In a sense; I am not too far away from the

introduction of the Counecil's annual report; which I mentioned earlier. We will

probably méake ten or fifteen very small grants to institutions who say they really °

want to take a hard look at one approach or another towards lmprovmg professxonal
education. These planning grants will be $5,000.. But, the proposals that come out

of ~ that process may become competitors for four to six grants in the
$25 000-$75;000 range; to actually bring into being the planned programs.

We w1ll probably also make a set of research grants, dependmg agam on the

toplcs. Here I am talklng,,,,ln terms of $10,000 to $25 000. And let me very quickly
give examples of topics. The demographics of academic and research librarians; for
example. What ‘brings_ indiViduals to the profession? What keeps thern in it? What

successful individuals? What is llkely to_be the composmon of library staffs in the
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yeuar 200 in terms of education, experience; and skills? How does the reward system
affect recruiting and education? 'Is the public's perception of rewards accurate?
What are the " characteristics of existing  library schools, the faculty; the
churucteristics in terms of _specialization of the faculty? Does the curriculum
reflect future nceds of the profession? What is the scope and quatity of current
research? .

Let us also consider the possible projects that ‘might come out of the program

to enhance professional education at any level. Let nie give you three .or four
examples. What changes in professional cducation are required to megtyprojected
needs? llere we are talking in terms of recruiting and of course content. IS there
any possibility that one institution might produce a special program for individuals
in & doctoral program in a subject discipline and create a minor field for those

individuals in library service and information systems? It is not inconceivable to me

that one institition might serve a group of institutions. For example; a number of
universities in the Ivy League now allow doctoral students to take courses in the
othier sei.00ls without any real constraints in support of their own doctoral program.

Is there a special professional educational program that may be developed for
subject specialists in other areas? For example, a series of two or three courses on

public policy issues affecting access to information, the economics of information,
and so on. 2

 llow institutions will respond to this and the approaches they might take, we

cannot predict. We hope that some would consider joint ventures among two or

‘nore institutions: We hope that some might take look at the existing teaching
technology (videodise; ete.); especially in the coistext of continting education.. We
hope that some might explore the possibility of long-term part-time programs for
both basic professional education and certainly for advanced education. We have ro

idea what will come out of this, but we will continue to probe and seek ways for the
university world and the profession to prepare itseif for an exciting future.

"I will end with this, except to note that one of the people at Wye, not a

librarian, but a distinguished man with many years of experience, told m.e that if he
¢oiild change his career and if he was twenty years younger; he would get into what

we are doing here—what you ell are doing—because he saw _the nrofession o
research librarianship and the aspiration of the profession as being probabty the
ifiost exciting side of higher education today-

 MR: GOVAN: Tharik you Jim, Deanna, and Lee for that informative report. It
is only appropriate that we express some appreciation for what the Council is doing
not only to solve the problems of research libraries; or attempt to do so, but also to

make the outer world beyond research libraries awarc of them. We are very much
in your debt:

Report of the ARD Executive Dircetor

k. GOVAN: The next item of business is the Executive Director's report.

S. ECHELMAN: I am going to be very brief this afternoon. As has been

announced a couple of times already; I have a rather full and compiete written
activities and status report on the work of the Association, focusing especially on
the last six months. If you do not already have it. there are still copies out at the



door: [The Exccutive chctor s Report is prlnted in Appendix B:] 1 would like to

just mention five or six items quickly and then ask if you have any questions.

First is the ARL Microform Project: We are now operating, with funds from

the Andrew W. Mecllon Foundation; a clearinghouse of information on the cataloging
of microform sets. Information about this clearlnghouse was sent out to all of your
libraries approximately one or two months agoe. There is no reason any longer why
any library should begin to catalog a microform set without first contactlng the
clearlnghouse to find out whether the work has a}ready been done, Is now belng

prOJect m 1crht be poss1b1e.

Jeffrey Heynen; who has been coordinating the Mieroform Project continues to
work on that project and is operating the clearinghouse for us. He is an ARL
cinployee but not operating out of our office. His phone number; (202) 544-0291, has
been listed at least once and probably more times in the ARL Newsletter. If you do
not have it, or your catalogers cannot find it, call the office and we will tell you
how to contact Jeffrey. This is a definite improvement in the reduction of
duplication of effort in technical processing of microform séts; and 1 urge you all to
take advantage of it.

issues 1n telecommu ncatlons and how we should respond to thern. Worklng wrth the
Ainerican Library Association, we have sent out @ number of letters to other library
and higher education organizations asking if they would beé interested in f'o'rmihg a
telecoinmiunications policy and information coalition. We hgve had & number of
positive responses and with Board approvdl, we hope to have that coalition in place
gnd to Hire d consultant to give us some &@dvice, set direction, and do some
definitions for us within the next few months. ’

An example of how budly such a thlng is needed the American Telephone and
’lelegraph Corporatlon has recently filed a new rate schedule Wlth the Federal

Cormmunications Commlsslon. Their flllng totaled approx1mate1y 184,000 pages.

Fmbedded in those 184,000 Dages were some proposed 'ates which would result in

increases in cost for data transmlssxon by llbrarles of at least 60% and in some cases

more than a 120%. Sc; this is an Issue; as Hugh Atkinson so aptly told us when he

raised it a couple of n1eet1ng§ ago; that needs to be addressed and addressed quickly
and expertly

There is a brief summarj in my wrltten report and there was a Brief article in

setting up a small meeting; either in November or December; w1th the person at ‘the

Department of Energy who is in charge of revision of those proposed regulatlons i

concerns at that meeting and he has agreed to do so:

I want to take this opportunlty to thank the four library directors who took the
time to com ment to me very thoughtfully about the report that came out last sprlng

Service and aiso to commend Herbert Finch; who is not a library director but who is
!
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our represontitive to the Society of American Archivists. 1 had five very thoughtful
wots of eommoents from ull of you and we were able to compile them into what 1
think is a useful letter for the General Services Administrator.

progress on the National Collections Inventory Project proceeds apace. The
licird hus reviewed some points which were drafted for their consideration and the
staff will now proceced to have further discussions with the Research Libraries Group
(R1.;) staff and to try to put together_ the first draft of the legal agrcement
Lotweelih ARL and RLG for the input of Conspectus data by non-RI:G and ARL
moember libraries.

 Ttie last item | would like to mention to you is that ARL is about to lose one of
its sonior staff members: Carol Mandel will leave us on December 1 to go work for
Penny Abell at the University of California at San Diego. Carol will continug,
howover, as Project Director for the ARL Microform Project and the CONSER A&l
Project, und as a consultant for several other ARL programs:

~ I'ic only thing I would like to say at this time is when the ARL Board hired me,
| believe that neither they nor 1 had any idea what a risky venture we were all
ciibirking upon: 7ind one of the risks that I think we all thought we were embarking
tipon but did not realize the depth and breadth of was the risk of educating a post-40
year old person in the intricacies of the research library world in a short time and in
i very effective way. And I would like to ‘take this opportunity to thank not only
¢ iirol, but especially Carol and also the rest of the senior professional staff at ARL
for the very; very effective; beneficial, ‘and friendly way in which they have
cnibarked upon that education. Ihave a long way to go, but 1 am a lot farther than 1
would have been if Carol and the rest of the staff had not been there. 1 believe it is
uppropriute to thank them and to wish Carol luck at UCSD.

ARL President's Report

XM R: GOVAN: This is the President's Report, in case you are wondering; and it
is going to sound soinewhat like an Oscar program, I am afraid,.because really much

of what ' have to say is expressing thanks to various people. -

| want paticularly, before any time elapses further, to express my appreciation
to Lldred and to Joe Rosenthal as well as to the participants, for what I thought was

an excellent program. 1 thotight this morning's program was one of our better.

You always hear the presideni at this point thank the staff but I, again; as I
sanid, at Banff; it is not an empty exercise. It is a very able group of people who
work extremely hard for our benefit and 1 want to thank Shirley, Carol, Duane,
Nicola, Alex and the whole group there. T can tell you-frem a year's fairly close
.ssociation, thit they are the people who make this organization survive-~and | am
how wondering how we are going to survive with Carol on the west coast. Carol;
don't let any of tliose stormis wash you into the sea:

| want to thank the Executive Committee who have been a great help to me,

Fldred Smith and Penny Abell. 1t has been an unisual year with the ARL Plan; and
we have had a lot of thoughtful work to do. ‘Their experience and their prespective
has boen invaluable. And 1 believe; the plan aside, it has been a very good year; a

year of achievement and advancement. We have had two excellent programs and we
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the l)lh]logmphlc' contlol of mlcrotorms, on the developmeit of a performnnco

meusurcment manual; on the CONSER A&l Pro;ect for whien, 1nc1dentally, we are
indebted to the Council on Library Resources; the Nutional Endowment for the

Humanitiv s and the Wilson Foundation for grants: We formed some very useful

coalitions on the humanities issues and on the teiecomrnumcatlons 1ssue, as Shlrlev

has just reported. And we have had; 1 believe; a very useful year again, thanks to
the General Lleefrie Foundation on the Public Serv1ces Program:

\\e have done genelally better on grants thls year than we have at any tlme 1n

ih( e w1ll be some more tran51 ion in the upcomlng year; but 1 believe we are on the
right course and the main thing now is to get on with the job: It has been a privilege
sérving you, and I guess that is all | have to say.

Change of Officers

MR (zOVAN Well, then, in what w111 undoubtedly become Rnown as the most
constructive act of my presidency, I turn the gavel over to Eldred Smith.

MR: SMITH: It is nmy honor and pr1v1lege to be able to say a fow words about
Jim and his presndency And I am not going to say very much, because [ truly
believe that the record speaks for itself. Jim has guided us very effectlvely through
one of the most compllcated and, I belleve, pivotal years in our history. He has
concluded that year by graclously hosting a very fine conference and into the
bmgmn he has dlsplayed for us a very elegant new llbrary He has done it all with
considerable skill and as we saw earlier today, g great deal of grace under pressure.

Jlm, Vour talents are as many and varied as the repert01re of the Red (‘lay

Ranmiblers and it has been at least us great u pleasure to work with you as it was tn

listen to thoin last myht I know everyone will join with me in expressing our great

pleasure at your presidency:

My only other act is to declare the meeting adjourned.
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Authorit
and Its Place
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|

by Henriette D. Avram

Thm paper dlcrusses how uuthonty

for authority control to various
components in the present U.S.

library environment.

Tlns paper was prepareu' ongmaﬂv asa
discussion paper for aspecial meeting of
tlze Coum I/()ﬂ L:brarl Rewurces (CLR)

grant (BSDP) Program Committee:
Henriette D. Avram is Director for
Processing Sy stems, Néiii bih bhdﬂilibi

gress; Washingion, D:€C:

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

D uring several meetings of the BSDP
program committee: over the past few

years, a major topic ofdebate has bcen
whether authority control is needed in
automated systems in general, and in
the library networking environment in
parti~ular; and; if needed; at what com-
ponent(s) of the network.

This paper addresses onI) tho;e
organizations of the evolvmg networks
-that have been given the major empha-
sis in the discussions of the BSDP Pro-
gram Committee, i.€;, the Library of
Congress (EE); the Onlmc Computer
Library Center (OCLC), the Research
Libraries Group (RLG), the Washing-

ton lerary Network (WEN); and their

constituents.

Basic Concepts

What IS meant hy authonty cor-

insuring consistency piff ,}le?d,l,",g}, in a

library catalog and consists of the fol-
Iowmg elements:

dtsnngutshmg names—intellectual

formulation of the correct form. of

name following precedent and/or
~ standard riiles;

2: showing relationships—intellectual
formulation of related names {variant
forms, earlier or later names, parent

 bodies, etc));

3. docizmenung decisions—documenta-
tion of this information via the crea-
tion of an atthority record (thereby

assisting sijbsétjijéﬁt users of the same
heading in determiining relationship

and identifying headings on biblio-
graphir records).

What does a “standard” aathornty
record_ contain? An authority record
glves the established form of the head-
mg, variations from the established form
of the headmg, related estabhshed head-

Iected form and providing furtheriden-

tification in some cases:

 Whatisa catalog? A catalogisa file
of blbhographlc ‘records that describe

and identify the items they represent. It
has the following characteristics:

I: All headings are distinct from all

_ other headings; -

2. relationships between dlstmct head-
ings and between multiple forms of
the heading are indicated;

3. records for bibliographic items are

not dupllcated

4; the file is orgamzed through a par-
ticular arrangement of the file itself or
through indexes to the file.

How are these chuactenstlcs

“achieved in the catalog? These char-

ébtéiistibs are ébhié\?éd by éSlébliShii‘ig a
unique form for each name and subject
term (hereafter referred to as an *“estab-
|lSth form of headmg or estabhshed
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llv L'ii';ib’-

.iiii}ikiiity Liii,xi’n'l
rctcrcnus it becomes pmslblc to hnd
atl of thL works pertinent to that head-
ing regardless of whether all of the items
are listed under orne lii'rm’ or several
telited fornis 1 addition; it is possible
to dl\llnblll\h between two-persons or
agencies with the saate name. The use of
established headings and a cross refe
ence stractare also assi~.s in the posting
of locations for a single title to that title
in a umon catalog.

What is the purpose of the library
catalog? The catalog exists (o provide
ascess to the blbllObrlpth items the
records describe. Foraccess to the phys-
ical items, a location device specifving
where the iteri resides is provided:

Acuess to biblmgmpmc 1tcm§ or to

dnd lnbr.lr» staff Thesc needs mclude
searching for a unique item; scarching
for a category of material {e.g., all the
works of one author, all the edmons ofa
work, all materiil ora subject); search-
ifig for a onique bibliographic record,
searching for a category of records (e.8.,
all the records of one author; all the
records of the editions of a work, all
records containing a paruculdr sub)cct
term). i each instance, access is via the
catalog, cndmg in one case with physi-
cul iterms and in other cases with biblio-
graphic records.

Does the form of the catalce (e.g.,
card; book; or machine-rcadablejaffect
the purpose of the catalog? The catalog
serves the piitposes given above regard-
less of the form: The machine-1eadable
catalog; however,; offers additional access

not practical (indeed almost impossible)

incird or book form C.{talogq Although
thcrc are hmm due to thc costs of pro-

potenlml than the book or card form
catalog in satisfying the purposes of the
catalog.

Present Situation and Near Term

l’rOjcctlons

My views on this topic arc dis-
cussed in “Network_Lcvel Decisions:
Basis and Key Issues™ given at the 1981
Unnerslt) of Piusburgh conference.!
These views are briefly summarized
below and: in some cases, additional
information has beer added.

ihie Journil of Academic Librananship. January 1983

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

tion to a
requiring the same hCrldln):, ThcrL is no
duplication of records for thie same bib-
liographic iterm: .

LC wxll nwcr take on all thc func-

using its ofline system to pro
ices for large numbers of llbmrlcs 1t
does, however, support resource shar-

ing and has made and will continue to

make cooper'mve arrangcments wnh

hdelngS are lnte&,rmed mt(u L.C'sauthor-

ity system; and the records-arc made
a\dllablt. through the MARCT Distribu-

i

lar&,cst utility;
and servcs all types ofhbrancs Its data-

andﬁthercisafalramountofconsxstcncy
in forms of name. This is achieved
through the inclusion of LC's biblio-
graphic and name authority files and
through the emphasis placed by member
libraries on establishing headings con-
sistent with LC headings. There is; how-
ever, considerable duplication of bib-

liographic records. (pcrhaps as high as
19 percent as noted in 4 recent article? )

The functions OCLC performs most
satisfactorily are interlibrary loan and
shared cataloging. The authority con-
trol part of ca‘nlobmg is performcd by
its member nbrarlcq agdm\t their locat

catalogs using OCLC as a data resource

fo. ihe desired tecord and using the

OCIC recorc mo modification facility _to
adjust the record to be compatible with
the local catalog.

The Research lerancs lnforma-
tivi Network (REIN) is the biblio
gra’whlc utility of RL.G. Itis nanonwxdc

in scope and principally scrveq research

libraries. Its membershlp issmaller than’

that-of OCLCE: RLIN is dedicated o
buxldlng a umon data base for sharlng

mdmdual member catalogs RLIN docs
rot at the present time have an author-
ity control mechanism. Corisistency in

the dataisachicved,as at OCLC, through

access Lo L€ data and user dedication to

consistency with LC practice. RLIN is

54—
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prcscrmly involved in the design and

1mplcmentanon of an authority control

WINisa uuhty that 1s regional in
scope and serves all types of libraries.
Like RLIN; its membership is smaller
than that of OCLC. It also maintains a
union catalog for resource sharing and
provides access to individual member
catalogs. WLN hasanautomated author-

ity control system that assures consis-
tency of heading forms and provides
relationship information. The WLN sys-
tem does not support the recording of
additional information that assists the
work of catalogers requiring the same
heading. The tcchnical solution to
authority centrol for RLIN and WEN
could be more difficult than that for LC
if RLIN and WLN chose to support dif-
ferent authority files for their differemt
mejnbers.

- Thereisa grow, "",té'n"déﬁty toward
decentralization. This is due to the real-

ization that, (1) certain functlnns such

as acquisitions, serial check-in; circula-

tion; and collection development can

be more effectively implzmented in re-

gional, state, or local environments, and
(2) the preseni technology {i.e.; miniand
micro_computer systems) offcrs _poten-
tial advantages and cost effectiveness:
The: utllmes as data resources of
contrib 1 ‘
certainly be hchd to reglonal stdte or
local systems where specific services -

would be prov;dcd to thc membershlp

1cally rcpresents the discussion in this

section.

Rationale for Authority Control
Discovering ot creating distinct

forms of headings; showing relation-

shlps between headings, and document-

lng inform-uion about the distinct form

ina separale record are TESOU!'CC usmg

activities: If the premise is correct that

library users desirc individual items,
particular works, or particular versions

of works, and that they may approacha

catalog with a citation that may take -
many forms% then the activity of identi-
fying distinct forms and showmg rela-

tioniships must be carried out at some

pomt by someone or somethmg Cases
can be made for the cataloger, to do the

work, the end user to dothe work or the

rachine to do it:
Today we prmcnpally place that'

burden on the librarian—the catalogcr

The efficiericy of this arrangement is
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Regional’ All Types __

of Library

Nationwide: N
Research Libraries .

Nationwide/All Types
of Library ~—

O

US mail link
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computer-to-computer link
terminal-to-computer I'nk

Figurel _
Library Network Corifiguration

Name Auih"o"rity

O Harvard & Chicago
Search; Inpaty Update

Regional/ State/ Local Configurations where X could be SOLINET,
and Y an individual library: -

that, rather than each user having to
individually establisi the relationship

(or fail to do so and nol obtam rriatc-

obvrously prefcrablc to leavmg author-

ity work to the users: If we shift author-
ity contrbl work to thc users, one cata-
users, cach one duphcatmg the effort
over and over again:.Note that the
machine can certamly give assistance to
the cataloger in establishing authority
cornitrol; as is well illustrated by the
§6ijﬁiSiigated Author Index Manufac-

stracts Servrcei o
Whether or not the machine can

actually be a substitute for authority
control has already been clearly docu-
mented by Malincorico:

Unless a_machine readable data base

has a coherent underlying organiza-

tion. sophisticated retrieval can only

ensure access to individual items..
computerized access, although enorf
mously powerful, is by its mechanical

Q

RIC
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A
nature extremely literal; It -cannot
create associations that are not explic-
itly presentin a data base; itdcals only

with ideis represented in written form:

To a computer all terms are meaning-
less combinations. of meaningless char-
acters. It cannotdiscover relationships,
for example. between: Nefiali Reyes
and Neruda, Pablo. .Iose E szera

Afliripiiqnes End Aervpizmes 2 All a

- computer candois permit one to enter

partlcularﬁyarts ofa systematic organ-
ization of information: it cannot Create

that organization.?

Searchmg techmques using words

and/pr terms in bibliographic records
are powerfuladdmonstothetradmonal

-access and are sometimes claimed to

replace it. Again, if data are inconsistent

and relauonshlps are nol cxphcn]y 1nd1-

tive by chance as d:monstrated by thé

examples in the above quotation and in

Appendix A. If; in an automated sys-
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tem, bibliographic and authority files
are linked; t:h:iiigés to and validation of
headmgs can more easily take place.

However, authorlty control is mdepen-

‘ quently m:sunderstood

The catalog, be it ofan rndxvrdual

library or a union catalog of many

hbrarles 1s uscd for a varlety of func-

brary]oan cnrcu]atlon acquisitions, etc.
It has already been estabhshcd that user
access. and cataloging are both sup-
ported by authority control. The other
functions named are directly dependent

on the catalog, thus authority control
assists them also, especially interlibrary
loan and acquisitions.

Interlibrary loan is best Supported

1f]ocauons are afflxed toone record for

reporting mst;tutlgnsjieive’q 1[31}] 195@;
sions are not reported to the same
record (because the data file has dupli-
cate records under various headings)

ihie Jotrnal of Academic Librarianship, Januarv 1984
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the negative Llful is Icss O the thLr
hind, if a “lgh;lj prily i few libraries
reporting; posting locations to different

rucords for th same llllc would have a

o th acquisition pr()CLs\ takes var-
iously formed . bibliographic citations
and Liiiiib.ihsththi;ig;iihs’tlib'riirvhﬁld-
ings to identify whether the items are
‘already held by the library in some
form. Failure to make matches can
result in costly duplication ir purchas-
ing items: . A
For circulation, the item itself is
originally identified through the catalog,

the circulation record being establish.

once the item has been identified. Thus,
.lllhou“l the circulat.on file per se does
not regiiire authoriiy control (as farther

-dctess to it records 18 usually b» biidk

ge urlud from the L.llleR wliich did
uuuln duthority control to identify the
item

Th[ ziBLii"

ihdiL.ileS ih;'it the use-

many of the fanctions carried out in a
hbr'arv'; primarily because of the central-
ity of the hlblm[,mphn' record and its
organized plicement in the catalog. It
does not matter at what level of a ret-
w ork the activity takus placu —individual,

. atility; etc:—
thu asslstancc prmndud by authority
"""""" Arc there legitimate

control remains.
dlsunctmns that can be rvmdc. rugardmg

here means xmposmg one or More ofthe
elemerits of authority control given in
the previous section; “What is meant by
authority control?’).
- Before we had blbhogrzphlc atili-
ties. the National Union Catalog (NUC)
essentiallvserved to supriort interlibrary
loan and sharud catalogmg at. tne

many solrces; however, LC's Catalog
Management and Publication Division
staff impos s consistency and a degree
of authority coiitrol on the records. It
cistinguishes names, shows relationships;
atid documents these decisions with a
brief form of authority record.®
Today, the “highest” levei ot the
fictwisrk hierarchy woald be RLIN; WLN,
OCLC;and LC and of thuse four, REIN,
WILN, and LC all have or plan to have
authonl}igo’ntrol thus they can be
“expected to provide authority support

at least comparable to that provided by

the NUC.

Like the NUC, OCLC has records
conmbuted from many sources: How-
ever; the effort to bnng consmency to

ies and there are very few checks or
requirements in tne prbceduraland auto-
mated systems to ensure control. But
OCLC users, because of their need for

consistencyin theirown catalogs dotry
to impose some distinct name consis-
tency on the OCLC data; thus the OCLC
data base has ,s’jgjmgt;rha'raéterisﬁcs of a
catalog: Not i
and docume

llmncd authonly control" Larry Auld

the avaxlablhty of NUC data hbrzmes

came to depend more and morc on out-

aathority wbrk being doﬁnc at the high-
est level in a hierarchy. For example, if
authority work were carried out at
OCLC; all of the memberlibraries would
share the effort and resulis. If instead, a
computerized regional center connected
to OCLC, such as SOLINET, supports
authority work; then fewer libraries
share the effort and results. If the regional
network does no er authority facili-
ties; then the in 1l libraries of the
region must carry out the work. Finally,

if the individual library fails to support

authority work; the burden shifts to the

library patrons.
Authority comrol is coSlly ro mat-

ter what level of the hlerarchy Thereare

_ ecotomies in having it _at the highest

fevel so that less work is duphcalcd——-
there are added cos :rlo imposing u on

I'a'rge"r dmabases(a

Conclusion
Somec degree ofauthonty control is

requived for the majority of hbrary

'o"pe’rauons and it can be imposed any-
where in the network configuration or
hicrarchical structure. It follows
the work of imposing author

y contr.
can be perfarmed once at a level of the
network configuration at which many insti-

tutionsare sharing i he data; or the work:

can be performed by the many institu-
tions themselves. The decision as to

which way to go should be based on

econoimics and we ought to reserve our

energies for this analysis and stop ques-

tioning the validity of authority control.
It appears that BSDP could consider
two possible investigations:

I. Measure the costs of imposing author-
ity controlat the blbhographic atility

level vs. the costs of carryingit outat
tower levels in the network config-

Ufallon,
2. Investigate the relative cost benefits

of different degrees of authority con-

trol applied at different levels of the
network.

Tr'}rxg'firs'i 5agsi5;1ity @éafs éxt'r'cm'eiy

recommendations and report to the
Program Committee prior toany further
work.¢®
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APPEND

Vanaton in a name or form of name may arise from many
causes. Some of these dare giver. below as examples.

1. Personal names

{a) viariant s'iii.lllnbs ol 4 name:
Dinte Alighieri; Darite /\l.nbhun Darte Allcghun
Dante Allighter
Sh:RupL.m Shakespear, 9hakspurc Shakspere
Vergilius, Virgilius )
{b) different romanizations of a name originally not written in

the roman seript:

Cechov. Cechov. Cecof, Cecov: Cehov. Cekof. Cekoff.
Cekov, :

Tetiekhioff, IL'ukhuv Tchckhow Tchckoff Tch_km
Tschecholf; Tse hLLhO\VT

l'uuLhRm Pnughkue Pouschkin, Puschkin, Pusckin.
Pushkin: Puskii; Piskint

{¢) dilferent phonetictranscriptions, that is, different
coniversions of 4 name origindily written in the roman seript
nto a non-roman erlpl +

[)l”l.rl.'nl lm&unxnc forms:

Cacsar. Ciisar, César; Cesare
'\uolax(opurnu Nlccolo(opurmco Nlcolaus Copgrmcus

'("d

Hmngr. HoerL. Homum. Hom(.rus. Omcro

(¢) use of the complete and incomplete forms:
Boileat, Boileau-Dekpreauix
Dante. Dante Alighier
G.M.; Gactano Melzi
Lope de Vega. Lope Felix de Vega Carpio

Sacy. Silvestre de Sacy

(N change of status:
BLnJamln Disraeli. who became Earl of Baconsﬁcld

Lily von Kretschman; who became Liiy von Gizychi. then
Lily Braun o L
Enca Silvio Piccolomini. who became Pope Pius I1
urbltrary or legal changc of name or form of name:

Paul Botticher. who became Paul de’ Lagarde

~ .

{8
Emilec_Salomom Willeim Herzog; who became
Andr¢ Maurois

IX A*

th) use 6’(596686696{5 iiiékiia}iiés clandestine names assumed

~—

(a

~—

(b

(©)

(d)

generic appullauons e
L’c’v’vi& C:i kkbli ﬁ&éhdbhyﬁi bT Chéiii:% Liiiii/idgé Dodgson

t:e Sage de I Hydmphome nppcllatmn agsed by
Jacques Destrées

Nikolaus Lenau. pseudonym of kaolau'~ Nlcmbsch
von Strehlenaa

Stendhal; ﬁ%é’u’d’éﬁ’y’% of Héﬁ?i Beyle

chinc Beyle)
author of Waverly. for Walter Scott

. Corpomte names

Central-Anstalt fir Mctcorolééié'ﬁﬁ& Erdmagnetismus
Zentralanstalt flir Meteorologie und Erdmagnetisumus
different llnguxsllc forms:

Canadlan Library Assocmuon
Association canadicnne des blbho(hcques

use of shorter names or of official names:
Biblioteca Vaticana: Biblioteca apostolica Vaticana
Musce du Louvrc Muscc nanonal du Louvre

chdnge of name or forn of name:
Gcographlschc G§§cllschaﬁr Wien

Osterreichische geographische Gesellschaft:

* Thisappendix is taken from the annotated edition of the Statement of
Pnncnplcs adopted.at the Intérnational Caonferénce on Ca(alogmg
Pririciples, Paris. October 1961. .

t The Cyrillic examples have been omitted due to the limitations Bi'iﬁé
typesetting equipment. .

| -57-
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'APPENDIX A-2

~_ Sumrhary of Responses to
ARIL Questionnaire ocn Accepting
Cataloging Copy

{Note: The ARL Office plans to prepare a fuller report on the
questionnaire responses.)

Contribution of Cataloging Copy-to Shared Data Bases.

|- Dutu bases to which ARL n;'emb’ét;é contribute.
of ¢ BL's 116 iember libraries (not counting the Library of Congress):
6 do not enter any catéio—g’ records into a shared data base;
75 onter somé or all cataloging onty into OCLC;

& entor soiie or all catalog records into both OCLC and RLIN (some by
tape loading, some online);
19 enter some or all cataloging only into RLIN;
7 enter soiie or all cataloging into UTLAS;
2 snter cataloging into DOBIS;
| enters catalog records into both OCLC and WLN;
1 enters cataloging into WLN only.
5. Fxtent of contribution by size of library.
4. All of ARL's 17 largest university libraries (i.e. those with ARL Library
lndex scores greater than +1.00) enter cataloging into at least one shared
date base.

b. Of the 7% "average" ARL university libraries (i.e. those with index scores
between ~-1.00 and +1.00); 69 conitribute records to a shared data base and
3 do not. ’

Of the 12 smallest ARL libraries (i.e. those with index scores below

0.

-1.00), 10 contribute records to a shared data base and 2 do not.




Aeceptaiice of LU Copy.

1. Arc¢ niodifications made to !.C copy?

Of 109 ARL libraries responding to the questionnaire:

58 (53%) usually use LC wopy without modification;

18 (34%) usually make some standard modifications;
3(3%) find LC copy available for less than 50% of their cataloging.
(These 3 libraries—i.e. CRL, NAL, NLM--dare so specialized that

2. Acceptance of LC copy according to data base membership:

OCLe RLIN UTLAS

users users users

(N=70) (N=22) (N=7)

Use L:C copy as is 53% (37) 64% (14) 43% (3)

Modify LC copy 47% (33) 36% (8) 57% (4)

3:- Acceptance of LC copy according to size of iihirary:

Index Index Index
1.00 + -1.00 - 1.00 -1:080 -
(N=17) ' (N=69) (N=12)

Use L:C copy as is 4% () 55% (38) 75% (9)
Modify EC copy 59% (10) 45% (31) 55% (3)

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Libraries were asked to characterize the nature of their standard changes to LC
copy. Their responses c¢an be roughly summmarized as follows:

g,xaqifiéétidh NG. of libraries
1. Chenges to class or shelf nuimbers 38

2. Changes to form or tracing decision for series 25
3. Changing access points to AACR 2 formi 17
4. Changing accéss points for other reasons | 18

5. Other ‘ 22

oy
~¥
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Usc of Othier Libraries Cataloging Copy.

Libraries were asked whether they accepted any other libraries' copy on the same basi
i they used LC copy. While most libraries were able to answer "yes' or "no;" many fel

the need to note that they did accept LC copy, but found it necessary to check th

non-L.C records more carefully. These responses are characterized as "yes; but ...
Soiiie libraries that answered "no" found it necessary to note that they actually di
accept some other copy once some additional checking was done. These responses ar
characterized as "No, but ..." Technically, any. variation in routine from that used fo
L.C copy should have led to a "No" response.
I. Number of respondents accepting some other libraries’ copy on same basis as Lt
copy (N=106).
Yes ‘ 36% (38)
Yes, but 3a% (36)
No, but 9% (10)
No 21% (22)
2. Acceptance of other libraries' copy according to data base participation.
OCLC RLIN UTLAS
users__ users users
(N=70) (N=22) (N=7)
Yes 29%  (20) 50%  (11) 2% (5)
-Yes; but 31%  (22) 50% ;. (11) 14% (1)
No; but 14% (10 0 12% (1)
No 26% (18) 0 0

§. Acceptance of other libraries' copy secording to size of library.

Index Index . Index

1.00 + -1.00 - 1.00 -1.00 -

(N=17) © (NTE9) | (N=12)-
Yes 47% (8) 33% (23) 33% (4)
) Yes, but 35% (6) . 30% (21) 42% (5)
’ " No; but 5% (1) . 12% (8) 8% (1)
No 12%  (2) 25% (17) 17%  (2)

4. Number of libraries from which copy is accepted.

Sixty=eight ARL libraries were able to provide estimates of the number of oth
libraries from which they accepted copy:. .

Number of libraries Number of

from which copy ' libraries
is-accepted responding
1-3 ; 12%  (8) ;
4-14 15% (10) ‘
15-30 19% (13)
31-44 3% (2)
45 or more - 51% (35)

w6y




5. Numbe.s of libravies from which copy is accepted according to data base
participation:

Number of libraries No. % OCLC No: % RLIN No. % UTLAS
from which copy is .- libs: responding libs: responding libs: responding
uceepted , (N=37) (N=21) _(N=6)

1-3 L ] 8% €3) 5% (H 17% ()

4-14 : ’ 5% (2) 24% (5) 33% (2)

15-30 8% (3) 43% 9) 17% (1)

31-44 5%  (2) 28% (6) 0 o

45 or more . 73% (27) 0 33% (2)
' .

Determining Whether Cataloging Copy is Acceptable.

1. Approaches to selecting acceptable copy.
ARL libraries reported two general approaches to determining whether other
libraries' copy could be used. The first approach_is by type of record. Libraries
review each record to see whether it meets specified standards; e.g. the presence
of certain fields; the presence of an LC class number. The second approach is by
source of record. Libraries ‘V{iill decide to accept copy from a specified group or
list of libraries. ‘ '

2. Use of lists of sources for acceptable copy.

19 lxbrarnes noted that they had developed a list of specnflc libraries from
which copy is daccepted.

35 libraries noted that copy was accepted from all or most members of
- specified groups of llbrarles (e.g. consortium or special project
participants).

2 libraries noted the use of a list of libraries from which copy was not
Accepted.

3 llbranes noted they had tried to create a list of acceptable sources,

Lut had found the task too problematic:
3. Use of consortium members copy-
16 OCLC participants noted that they accepted copy from all or most
OCLC libraries. :
10 OCLC participants noted they accepted copy from selected OCLC
libraries: .

8 RLG members noted they éééé[}féa copy from ail or most RLG
members.:

5 RLG members noted they accepted copy from selected REG members:

§1-




I. Do ARL libraries see any prospects for accepting copy from more libraries in the
future?

OF the 98 librarics responding to this question:

42 (43%) responded yes;
28 (21 %) responded maybe;
98 (29%) responded fno.
2. Expectations for accepting more copy according to data base memberships.
OCLC RLIN UTLAS
users users users
(N=63) {(N=20) (N=7)
Yes expect more 40% (25) 40%  (8) 57% (4)
Maybe expect more 27%  (17) 40%  (8) 29% (2)
lio not expect more 33%  (21) 20% (4) 12% (1)
3. Txpectations for accepting more copy aceordini: to size of library.
Index Index Index
1:00 + =1.00 - 1.U0 -1.00 -
(N=16) (N=83) (N=11)
Ves cxpect more  38%  (8) 19% (31) 18%  (2) y
Maybe expect nore  31%  (5) 29% (18) 27%  (3) B
o not expect more 31%  (5) 22% (14) 55% (6)
1. Reasons given by libraries for expecting to dccept more cataloging in the future.
| Number of
Reéason Libraries Commenting

lmproved quality of records 21

Advent of new system (BCLN, MELVYL, on-line user catalog,
OCLC "enchance implementation; on-line authority control; ete:) 14

{jocal 1'nlicy change increasing the number of acceptable records 13
“lore libr.iries cgntribﬂtihg records to data base 11

“.ve eraating or revising list or aceceptable libraries
“.--¢35 to another/other data base(s)

i~ereased number of records in data base
Plan to join consortium

Iraproved authority work

— N 1L G

_Go-




O, l\ul\ons griven b\' libraries for not expecting to accept more cataloging copy in the
future

o Number of
T Libraries Commentiiig

~
T

Qualltv 15 unprovmg, but too many modlflcatlons are still required
1.C and consortium cataiogmg quah*v has declined
Already uccept records fromn any consortium meinber
l(\pect little change in quality of records
Stud1e< show no consistent quality apart from LC
AACR2 makes it difficuit to identify consistently hlgh—quallty records
z\ll eady accept as much as is practical
Limited gaccess to records
Not that many acceptable records are available anyway
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APPENDIX B
Execiitive Director's Report

Activities and Status Report: April-September 1983

A RL Plan Progress

‘he ARI staff &nd Executive Committee have continued to work on refining

the Nive-Year Plan of Action. Suggestions made by members at the May 1983

Vieoting and adopted by the Board of Directors at its May 6 meeting have been
incorporated and a revised Plan of Action was distributed as part of the materials
miailed to all mcinters on September 21. A financial plan for 1984 was developed
for considaration liv the Board and membership during the October meeting.

diceting on dily 22 snd decided that; while comiittees already in existence can

Undortake - significwr . portion of the tasks outlinzd in the Plan of Aection, some
aughier ition and ad,ustment is needed for optimum implementation of the six
ulsjeetives. Three new task forces have been formed, as outlined in President

Lovan's inciio to directors of ARL libraries that accompanied the distribution of

the ive-Year und 1984 Operating Plans (September 21, 1983).

ARL rcnimittee anfg;gask force chairmen. will meet as a group with the Board of

Direciors on October 18 to explore the relationship of committees and the Board to
the Plan of Action, to examine areas of responsibility, and to coordinate the work of

the As<ociation's elected and appointad leadership groups.

Staff Clianges

Carol Mandel; Associate Executive Director since May 1979 will leave ARL at

the end of November to join the staff of the University of California, San Diego as
Assistant University bLibrarian for Access Services. UC-San Diego and ARL have

worked out an arrangement whereby Ms. Mandel will continue to work for ARIL a
few days u montir as manager of two major grant-funded activities—the Microform

and CONSER A&l Projects. She will ‘also continue to assist on the National
Collections Inventory Project.

~ Oiga Iinbib, ARL's bookkéeper and business manager for the last ten vears; will
retire in Ibecember. . :

 ‘fwo key staff vacancies in an office of 6 1/2 people must needs result in some
_dislocation; at_least for a short period: iiowever; preliminary steps have already
been taken to fill “hé vacancies.

Microform Project

wor: on ihe ARL Microtorin Project continues apace under the able
coordinution of Jeffrey Heynen: A grant from the Melion Foundation will enable
ARL to operate the Microform Cataloging Clearinghouse through. Septeiiber 1984:

A delailed rcport on this activity appeared in the August 1983 issue of the
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sl J Ihc NET-funded plEbCl 'vation mlc:ofllmlng program of ihe PleCCt is
also prog,ressmg satisfactorily in gathering information about the status of
pIC\CIVtIlIOH mlcrofllmmg activities in ARE libraries and developing mechanisms for
proving tlle etfoctlvencss of these activities: As a step toward the achievement
of this plogrum 's Ob_]CCthC‘ the Projeet's Advisory Committee has recommended the

prepmutxon of a guide to p:eservatlon m'crofllmmg This tool is needed by libraries

currently onﬂuged in fllmmg as well as those embarking on new programs or
contracting out for filming services: A funding proposal has been submitted to the
Melon Foundation: Hf funds are forthecoming, the guide will be prepared by Jeffrey
Hevnen and Naney GGwinn; with the assistance of other preservation experts.

CONSER A&l Coverage Project

Juline Blixrud; formerly of AIINI’I‘F..\',' has been appointed Manager .J :
O R A&I Coverage Project; and ' begin work on November 1. The project;
which will be based at the National Seriuls Data Program at L.C; will add abstracting
and iiidc\ih?’, eovaagé information to 'seﬁiéx's ih the CONSER data base.

tl[lcs will commence.

N:itionial Collections in've'm'o'ry ii'r'o:j’e”ct

“tee hmcal and process - cmuals to be used l)y llbrarles in completlng the Online
{ ompectus; ‘\ proposal Lo pllot test these tools and tramlng alds at the Umver51tv

lOUIl(JdUOﬂ ‘he Indiana libraries w111 albo develop metr.odolcrxes and structures For

cooperative decision- maklng in collection developmenL—-methodo‘ogles which we

hope will be applicable in other groups of ARL libraries: We expect to hear from

thie Lilly loundatlon about fundlng soon: ARL and RLG staff have prepared a list of

pomts to be covu‘ed by El formal agreement between t.le two orgamvatlons to

V(lonepectus dataoase These pomts will be considei.i by the "ARL Board at its
October meetrng:

The ACLS Ccinmittee 6ﬁ SéﬁéiéfiyrVrrt“rqrrmypmcatlon has enthu%mstlcally

Communication within ACLS. bunf‘mg fer the first five year's activities is

currently belng QODght ARL; through its partieipation 1ntheACLS Corﬂmltteegn

SQtlomrly (“ommumcatlon, has strongly supported th. establishment of the Office;
and has made a commitment to cooperate closely with the woik of the new Office.

Research Library Career Brechure

The recruitimont brochire developed by thie Task Force on Library Education
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hiis been published and 3;000 copies have been widely distributed: We continue to
receive many requests for copies; and hope that ARL libraries will use the brochure

iii encouraging talented individuals to join our profession:

‘Lelecommunications Coalition

A qumber of organizations have responded favorably to an invitation from ARL
and ALA to join in a coulition that will hire an expert consultant to_ monitor
developments affecting library data transmission. OCLC, RLG, the Medical Library

Association, EDUCOM, and severalof the regional library networks are among
these: In a parallel development, several of the higher education associations

including AAU; NACUBO, AC% and NASULGC have decided to confer abzut how
tclecommunications-related issues of national policy should be approached, and will
plan to coordinate their efforts with those of ARL/ALA:

1A Title II=C

Despite another attempt by the Aoministration to eliminate funding, Title 1-C

has survived the Congressional appropriations process; and is again fund d at $6
miltion for FY 1384. Rer-esentatives and Senators alie continic to support
strongly appropriaticns for this program.

The Higher Education Act is due for reauthorization in 1985; the Iypartment of

Fducation held hearings during the summer preparatory to presenting tepartinciital

proposals to Congress in 1984. Despite the fact that Title 1I-C was asticeably
missin; in the Department's official notification of hearings in the Federal =gisier,
the ARL iegislative network again demon-trated its effectiveness. Directlers or

other representatives of member librarics presented testiniony in persor at each. f
the hearings, and a number also sent written comments for the record, as did the

ARL Office. ARL efforts in this regard were coordinated with the ALA Washington
Office and with the Association of Library and_Information Science Educators
(ALISE, formerly AALS); in order to insure that Titles A, B, and C uall received:
attention at the hearings:

The House Posi-secondary Education Subeccamittee has alse begun to gather

information for reauthorization. In order to aid the Subcommittee in its worl; the

ARl Office surveyed membher lip-aries to ascertain how the membership felt about
the effectiveness of this progra™m and what level of funding should be recommended

for the reauthorization bill. Nearly 62% of U.S. ARL libraries responded to the
questionnaire; only two respondents expressed the opinion_ that Title II-€ should not -
be resuthiorized: ARL members by-and-large believe that 1I-C should be funded at

between $10 and $15 million dollars annually; and respondents ideutified
approximately $45 to $60 million dollars worth of projects in their libraries that

could and should be accomplished if funding were available: ARL staff is working
elosely with the House Subcominittee staff on the reauthorization draft. On the

Scnate side; Senator Stafford has indicated that his committee will not begin
consideration of HEA reauthorization proposals until next year..

NEii appropriationis for fiscal 1984 were set by the Conference Coimittee on
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September 29 ut $140 million; an increase of 7.6% over FY 1983. The Research
Programs Division, of which Research Resourccs is a part, received $18.4 million for
the coming year; compared to $16.55 million for I'Y '83. The exact distribution &
the approved amount among the various sections of the Division is not yet known. 7

Work has already begun on the identification of issues to be brought before the
appropriations subcommittees during funding hearings for FY 1985, which will begin
in March of 1984. The National llumanities Alliance will be working with. ARL to
significantly increase the amounts devoted tc preservation of library materials by
the Endowment.

Copyright

i July, the ARL Officé distributed to all members a package of materials on
copyright-rclated issues, including two briefing papers prepared by legal counsel;
these are addressed to faculty and academic administrators, and to librarians and

archivists. As a result of articles announcing the availability of the papers in

Education Daily, the Chronicle of Higher Education; and Library dournal; the Office
has alroady received more than 300 requests for the papers: Approximately 40% of
those roquests are from deans, departmert =hairs, presidents or chancellors; 20%

are from teaching faculty; and the rest ure from a diverse group of interested
roqucstors, including scholarly publishers; university legal officers; school district

administrators, state attorneys-general, and librarians:

" lhe National Association of College and University Business Officers

(NACUBO) will feature the ARL briefing papers in a forthcoming issuc of its
Howslotter, which goes to more than a thousand acadernic administrators; and will

distribite copies to its readers on request.

Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information (UCNI)

Dii-'rg July, August; and September; the Departi - nt of Encrgy held several
Heurings on proposed regulations to bring under strict security control a large group
"of unclassified federal documents relai:z to nuclear (or atomic energy)
inforniation. The regulations as proposed would severely limit access to this
information; much of which has been accessible to the public for years in depo ‘tory
and other library collections: The August 1983 ARL Newsletter reporied on this
matter.

Jean Hargrave; of the New York State Library, presented testimony on behalf

of ARL at_the hearings held in Washington. Several other ARL directors
ccllaboraied on their university's testimony. The proposed regulations were seen

generally by testifiers to be broadly deleterious to academic research and to
intellectual freedorn.

Nuii 1.l Archives and Records Service (NARS)

Adnninistration; ARL provided comnments on the report of an internal NARS task

forer that cx~mined the Archive's priorities, programs; and m:nagement structure.
Wwhiic supporting a majority of the recommendations made by the task force 'to
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immprove N: \Rb pwgrums and functlons, ARL's comments expresscd thc con./lctlon

hat basie, long-term improvement at the Archives will best be ensured by. granting

iridependent «tatus to the agency. In this opinion; ARL is in_argeement with all of

the xcholarly societies that commented-on the report; and with a majority of other
respondents whose comments we have seen.

The Associution has concluded a fruitful six months of work, in which all of the
roles H‘tlf‘UxatGd for ARL durmg his presidency by LeMoyne Anderson have been
uctlwly in play. As a forum,; we addressed our organizational goals and _objectives

meamngfully during the Banff meeting. We continued to operate Several programs

of importance to research libraries and to the academic. commiunity; 1nclud1ng the

virious programs of the Office of ‘Management Studies. _We acted as liaison to other

X RL'S statistics for Z
and Minutes of t

developmental opportunities for staff members of ARL libraries; helping member -
institutions to assess themselves and to plan improvements in their management and

e May _ Membershlp Meetmg,,prowdmg educatlonal and

operations; managing the Association's financial income and outflow; supporting the

work of the Board and the Association's committees; and responding to innumerable
requests for information about research libraries from the press, the public, and

other segments of the library community.



APPENDIX €

CRCDUNCIL ON LIBRARY RESOURCES
<4 A 1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW. e Washington, D.C. 20036 ¢ Tei 202-483-7474
October 17, 1983

ES

o

OUNCIL ON LIBRARY RESOURC

BIBLIO(;RAPIIIC SERVICE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Report to the _ .
Assoclatlon of Research L1brarles
Chapel lllll North Carolina

This repor: is organizéd according to the major program areas of BSDP. If
there are questions about any point in the reéport, please do not hesitate to contact
. Lee Jones at the Council. :

STANDARDS AND GUIDES
. ()ne of the problems assoc1ated w1th all blb’lographlc records has been the
lacR of a standard _way to record detalled holdings information. The Umver51ty of

problem and trymg to develop a detailed holdlng standard recommendatlon. In order

to expose their work to the broadest possible commumty, a speclal meetlng was

funded by CLR through the University of Florida: The final report. of that meeting

led to yet another meeting to resolve. the differences between the proposed detailed

and existing summary holdings standards: Information raceived from -239; the"

sponsor of the second meetmg, suggests that the problems were resolved qnd that

we may soon have a detailed holdings standard that is compatible with the summary
staiidard. :

é; The Council provided $50 000 to the Associaton of Amerlcan PublxsherE

electronic form.: Clearly, the publishing community would like to receive

machme-readable manuscrlpts complete wlth Qtandard codes ‘so that the edltorlal

accomplished without: rekeymg the manuacnpt. The standard is intended to be -

independent of any specifie hardwrre and to require minimal author coding. Library

'beneflts 1nclude capturmg author generated sublect ”descrlptors., Umverslty

computtng and word processm'r s: "tem‘ If certam b1bllograph1c mformatlon c¢an be
captured from the original ma: nuscnpt ;2ystrokes; the basic¢ catalozing effort may
be reduced and the prospects for m'proved subject searchlng m onllre catalogs

representmg the library anc umverslty comput.ng mterestc The fl[‘st phase of the
study has been completed and work on the second his begun. Aspen Systems is the

~eontractor doing the actual wark.



3. The Linked Systeims Projéct (LSP), involving the Library of Congress; the

Washington Library Network; and the Research Libraries Group; has completed a
review of the Application Level Protocol developed by Jim Aagaard at Northwestern
University: This protocal is the top layer of the seven layver telecommunications

convontion that is criticul to the success of the linked systems concept.

ACCESS TO BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATA

I. ‘Tt full impact of OCLC's decision to copyright their database has not yet

been fully understood. In efforts to understand the impact; the BSDP Program

Cominitiec Has held several discussions on the topic. The issue will continue to
reccive attention until it is clear what the copyrighting means_for such nationally
important databases as CCNSER and thie newspaper subset of CONSER. o

9. I'haé Cotiriejl has awarded a small grant to the Research Libraries Group to
help plin .or the integration of the machine-readable data files (MRDF) into the
KLLN ditibase. Once these resvurces can be recorded in the RLIN database, access
to machino-readable data file .csources can be shared throughout the RLG network
and. in titne, with any linked system: The strategies used for the integration will be
availuble to other database managers. \

3. A consultant has completed a contract to summarize the eurrent status of
stito-buscd bibliographic services: This issue has been raiscd by the leaders of the

sharcd cataloging services and identified as a possible duplication of effort and

services already available to the states. A draft of the rcport was discussed at the

lust Newtork Advisory Committee meeting and several deficiencies were pointed
out. Additiosal work has been done on the paper and it has been sent to the

ineinbaors of NAC in preparation for another discussion session at the next meeting;

4. Professor Rosenberg of the University of Michigan has been working on a

software package that will allow individuals to locate bibliographic records on the

large shared cataloging services, to capture required citations, develop a database
and reforinat the data into standard footnote and reference formats. Much of the.

work is now complete and is being marketed as two separate packages; each costing
$250 per copy: The product should help make large databases more useful to the

iidividual seeking to capture information required for research writing.

5. With the maturing of compiiting and telecommunications as they ure applied

in libraries; it is sobering to realize that the basic bibliographic rec~rd and_its
elements werc sclected when the parameters for design were embodied in the 3"x5"
catalog card:. Very little has becn done to alter or change the nature of the
iformation coliected on any given itemn being added to the collection. I: is probably

time {or some basic thought on the fundamental requirements for the identification
of information and how these réguirements might be met in the machine

environment of the 1990's and bevond. A"y suggestions on how to approach this
topic will be mueh appreciated.

" 6. Two consultants are at work assessing the extent of retrospective conversion
activities: The question to be answered is, "Is there a need {~r a national strategy
for retrospective conversion?" A final document is expected before the end of the
yedr. :
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7; i’ians are now underway for a conference focused on Blbllographlc Serv1ces
gnd User Needs: The object is to review advances in bibliographic services over the
course of the last five years and to help plan what shoula happen in the next two or

three:

LINKLED BIBLIOGRAPIIC DATABASES

1. The Standard Network Interconnection (SNI) su’)—project of the LSP
continues to make significant progress in creating the technical links between the
systems of the three participants. Eight major reports have been received during
the tast six months., These represent a watershed of all the background work that

has been going or. at all three sites. Testing of various parts of. the link and
telecommunication protocol layers is procceding at a_ brisk eclip. The revised
x('hedule fox complehon of the telecommunlcatlon infrastructure for the LSP calls

2. Recent dlscuss1ons have been held w1th a number of orgamzatlons

3. The prospects for a successful link for the purpose of axchanging authorxty

'nformatlor become brlghter w1th each passing LSP mllestone. In ant1c1patlon of

teqmrements for exchanglng other typcs of inforrriatxon cver the hnk. initial

planning reports have already been rzceived. OCLC has beer n1amed a monitor to
this project.

NAME AUTHORITY STRUCTURE

1. The Authorltles lmplemontatlon of the ESP is seheduled to attempt the

exchange of authority data over -the link beginning in early 1984. Because of

difficulty recruiting requnred staff to WEN; that organization may test its

cupabilities slightly later in the year. -In preparation for the test; the major

Detailed Design report has been compieted and submitted to the Council.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

2: The final craft of the heqmrements for a Narne Authorlty File Service has

been completed and is undergoing final review before release.

SUBJECT AUTHOR!!Y STRUCTURE AND SUBJECT ACCESS

1. Professor Chan of the University of Kentueky Schoc! of Library Science was
awarded a glant tn produce a seécond edition of her book, LC Subject Headirigs: The
first edition is now ‘badly out of date and is stili used heavily in cataloging

-

9. As more and more institutions begin working with bibliographic files for

puohc &"cess, the use of the LC subject headiiigs in mahcine-readable form becomes

more pervasive. Informatfon flawing from the online catalog studies suggest that

"enhanced subject access is whal most ugars wish were more available. In the past

LC has not released the maciiine-readable subject headings file at rreéictable
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intervals. Many in the field would like to see quarteriy updates, but LC has

discovered that it does not have the resources for such frequerit updates. 'However,

after discussions with many peopl:; LC has agreed to release an updated version of
thie L.C subject headings file in-machine-readable form annually.

prilme concerns on the part of library users is subject access, there have been few
proposals received at the Council to explore new ways to enhance suvject aceass In
online catalogs. The only area under active ‘consideration at this time is one to test

3. In spite of the ilidications from many online catalog studies that one of the

the utility of the, Dewey Decimal Classification scheme as & subject access
enhancement: We would like to see many proposals in this area.

- Lo - . C ’
CONSER

1. CLR staff continue to mohitor the progress and problems of the CONSER
dulubnse. There is little progress in solving the RLG CONSER members
upcute/change access problem. CLR staff continue to assist the NEN newspaper

discussions with the National Agriculture Library on how to bring that organizaticn

ot in terms of organization and assurance of continuity: There have heer

buck into the CONSER fold. The maintenance and expansion of the CONSER

datubase is critical to the provision of high quality information serviez to all library
users: '

5. As indicated in the last report to ARL directors, a meeting of research

library directors aiid onliiie catalog designers was convened at Wye, Maryland in

Decenmber 198%. The proceedings of that meeting have now been completed and, -
with the summaries of all of the final reports ofthe online cuatalog Studies as-

appendix_inaterial, have been published by the Council. 1t is availdble from the
Council for $10.00 perpaid. ‘
oune

BIBLIOGRAPHIC PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

. . A project funded at Rutgers tc plan a database f6r rccording
iiihcine-readable texts in the humanities has been completed = Some problems of
acquiring sufficient deseriptive information on databases were idenitified. Tiie key
cleiient in this project was the enthusiasm fhat contributers had for it. This bodes
well for thie successful accumulation of & useful database for scholars in the

humanities.

2. All of thie final repoits of the nlire catalog study have bzen received and
though there has been much anzlysis ol the collected dafa, ihere is stid 1iuch that ‘
can bc learned from a more thorough analysis. Joe Matihews and Associates have
been awarded a contract to do this in-depth an=lysis with the assistance of Gary
i.awrence of the University of Calitornia. A’ final report is due by the end of the

year and is expected to include heretofore unreccgnized information about the

construction of the next generation of online catalog systeins.

3. The resuits of the ouiline catalog studies continue to receive wide attention.

A morning long presentation of the implications of the studiez appeared as an
ALA/LLAMA program during the Los Ange'es meeting. At that gession -it was

announced that three of the prircipal investigators had collaborated on a book about
the study aund its results. It has been publisned by Neal Schuman who is also
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publishing the papers pl'eéehted at the l;o's Angeles sesian-

4. Following the LITA meetir: in Balti'r'rio"r - .. s& thai 30 online catalog
Sv$ i designers met under the auspiccs of the o+ [, discuss eight issues relative

to onling cdtalog design, nght ¢f the partiiipunw presented papers intended to

chullenge the group and UlLy did; discussons werée livéely and productive. Brian
Averey 15 the eidtor of the proceedines which will be made available as Soon as
possible. .

COST CONTROL

1. As one of the dxscussxon documents for the Wye meetmg, alluded to above,

Joe Matthews and Gary Lawrence produced a draft document on Costs and Featiires

on Online Catalogs: The first draft formed the basis for enthusiastic discussion
wmong the participants: Those comments were then used in an extensive rewrite on
the puper, @ process mvolvmg Charles Mlller. The document has been completed

and will be publlshed in the January issue of Information Technology and Libraries

with reprints available from CLR.

USER GUIDANCE AND INFORMATION

1. Northwestern Umver51ty has been funded to prepare a procedure for

anulyzmg the effectlveness on online catalog training strategies usmg tra"cdctlor‘

log ’U‘dlYSlS to evaluate user performance. A major problern facing every llbrary

installing an onlme catalog is how to train users of that catalog and how to be sure

~ that the tr umng is effective: This project may shed some light on both issues. Roth

Was! nngton bmvelslty and the Umver51ty of wlsconmn are participating in the
\pmJect without CLR support.

k ! .

‘ 2. The 1ast report to ARL noted that a meeting had beer held in San 2+ vy of
35 pecple charged witl: ine training of online catalog users. The proceedings \;f that
mcetmg have been prepared by Marsha McClintock of Ohio State and have been

published by the Council. At a prepaid $10.00 it is a bargain at \~ice the price.
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT STUDIES

ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES . 1527 New Hampswire Avenoe, N-W., Washingian, D.C. 20036 ¢ {202) 232-8656

10783 //

FOR DISTRIBUTION TO ARL MEMBERSHIP : ) /

June - September 1983

1. General Electric Foundation Grant: ATl public services self-studies are
prog-essing on scheaule. “Columbia, Michigan State and U:.C. Riverside are

midway through the oroject end have completed interim reports. Brown,
North Carolina and Temple began the study process in September with plans
to complete by June 1984

Seveii research grants were siarded to member 1ibraries, and these projects

vars started during the summer. Topics covered include:

University of Arizona Peveloping library instruction
' programs in a scientific discipline

Cornell Univers:ty Identifying appropriate library

services for agriculture
resedrchers

users: those using the library

University of I1linois/Urbana Assessing the needs of "invisible"
via computers outside the library
Mickigan State University . Identifying and analyzing non-users
New York University ﬁsséssing users' effectiveness
with an online catalog
pennsylvania State University Comparative analysis of four types
of user instructions for an online
catalog

Texas AM University . The librarian's role with end-user
‘ . use of commercial data bases
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Plans for the second year of the grant include a staff change Pat
Swanson, the project coordinator who was on leave from the University of

Chicago, is returning to Chicago as Assistant Un1ver51ty Librarian for

Sciences: Her respon51b1l1t1es #i11 be divided among several OMS staff

with Jane Rnsenberg coordinating the research projects. Pat has agreed to

contiriue helping the Office by consulting on the self-study projects

already started. Plans have also been made for a pane] presentatior at

‘the tay ACRI. conference on the results of the Public Services Self-=Studies.

The euaena and Agnes G. Meyer FoundatLQn,Gnant A final report on this

Study or Cooperative Co.lection Development among the six librdries of the
Washington, D.C, area consortium is being prepared. Reports on the four
11brary Col]ect1cn Ana]y<1s Project studies are somewhat delayed but

The Dreservatwn P]ann1ne Program Resource No*ebook D1ssem1nat1on Grant
A Tinal performance report was submitted to the National cndowment for the

Humanities on July 15, as of June, half of the 500 printed copies has been
dwstributed to 11brar1es

Consultant Training Program: The following 22 librarians were s€lected to

participate in the final class of the Consultant Training Program:

Mary J; Cron1n, Assistant D]rector for Public Services,; Marquette
University

Allan J. Dyson; University Librarian, University of California, Santa Cruz
Beia Foltin, Head Fine Arts & Weéié Bebartﬁent,; UniVéFSitj of séanga

C]]fford H Haka ,Intormat1on,L1brar1an,,M1ch1gan,$tate Un1vers1ty

Olive C. James; Chief Loan, Division, Library of Congress

Gail A. Kennedy, Head of Acqu1s1tidns University of Kentucky )
Cavid F. Kohl, Assistant Director for UndérgradUéte Libraries; University

“1lingis at Urbana-Champaign

o i kupersm1th Assistant for Pub11c Services Programs, Un1vers1ty of

Patrwcwa McClung,,Sen1or °rogram Assoc1ate Research Libraries Grjou'p'i Inc.
James R. Martin, Assistant Director for Pub]ic Services, Florida State

University - - -

Phyllis S: Mirsky, Assistant University L1brarian; Sciences, University of

California, San Diego

Julie B. Nye Consultant; Bahama; North Carolina

tance D. Query, Director, L1brary Research & Analysis; Northwestern
University

John D. Racine; Acting Assistant Directer for Technical Services;
~University of M1ssour1 Columbia . _.

Anne Reuland, Informat1on _Service L1brar1an, Variderbilt Un1vers1ty

Jeanne chhardson Head of Science Libraries; University of Kansas
Beth J. Shapirag, ASéiStént Director for Readers' Services; Michigan State.
Un1vers1ty .

Pat Silvernail, Assistant University L1brar1an for Public Services,

University of Oregon 7777777777 o
Barbara von Wahlde,; Associate Director for Technical Serv1ces, University

of Michigan

Patricia B: Yocum, Head & Senicr Associate Librarian Natural, Science,

Museums & Biological Station Libraries, Un1vers1ty of M1rh1gan
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Pirticipants comploted a two-week Consultation Skills Workshop at the end
of September wnich 1nC|ud@d consulLlng assignments at the University of
Aar/]and GP@FQGLOVH University, Ccatholic University, Library of
Conar--n Sarials Records Division and the National Agr]cultura] Library.

Af1dﬁm1f t1br1rv Sradran Studies: Collection Ana]/sms DFOJELtS are

naerud it Jancernilt, Lo]orido snd Houston. Final ALP reports were

preparsc oy Arizond, Michigan and Talsa. Other ALP ctudies are continuing
at Syracuse and Sdcramento:

The Svstems and Pracedures £xchanae | Ceritar: Since the last board meeting
the ¢ Concer has 1ssued JPEC FW/erS/K1tf an the topics of: {June) Library
Matsrials Cost btudxes (July/August) Online Catalogs; (September)

Building Rengvation:

A survey of all ARt members on Sranch Libraries was conducted, with . 90%
rotirn as of October 1. AN On- Demand Survey on archives was sent to all
piplic universities at the request of the University of Massachusetts. An

ﬂ(dandeH CPEC index was produced and distributed to all liaisons.

Tha Recpnrce Hotehook on Staff Oevelopment was pubtished and distributed
in June:

The Trv1qtqq_giogrmn REerlument efforts to fill the vacant Training.

Progran specialist p051t on were stalled due to career developments with

the thrss rinalists. A review of neads and prospects will be rneld with

the 0MS Advisgry Comnmittee at thie ARL meeting:

7308 for a Managament Institute for ARL directors were advanced when a

survey of directors indicated tht 47 were interested in the idea. A

work ing agenda was developed based cn the interests = -~essed by the

directars and reqistrants were invited: However,; only thirteen directors

reg1su°rﬂd and the Institute has been postponed.

The Hanagement S<11|> LnSthUtE scheduled for August in Ann Arbor was
cancelled due to low registration:

The scheduls for 1984 Institutes was orepared and locations identified.

Brochares describing these public institutes were designerd and distributed:

Progran tu JuooorL NJLLQHGT and Reqwonal Coooerat1va Lo]‘ectlon

Baveloomant:  Aporoximately 350,000 was “¢ecured trom the Council on
Cibrary Jesources, Inc. for Phase I 6f the National Collections Inventory .
Project. This Phase includes development of a manual and training
materials to assift litrariss in implementing a standard, descriptive
conspectus of collections. In add1t1on this Phas= will begin to resalve
technsra1 issces around conspectus deve]oomont and the availability of
~ciilts to the research cowmun1ty7 A proposal for Phase 11 - a test of

tha materlils and theé process in three ARL librdiries in Indiana - has been
prepared and submitted.

T8y



9. tuftiiwfu t‘u,ﬁ,mn 1rv ‘ucztocs This pronogal requests $175.207 over a

tnree. vpar pofloﬁ £o de C1gn Tand operate a series of annual three-weuzk

Institutes to enrich library educators' understanding of research library
5SUes znd neads. The Institute will involve two weeks of workshops and a
sne-weak Tiald experience in a major research library. L1brar1an
university aﬂm1n1surators and . leading specialists from non- 11brarv fwe]d;
will join a sel2ct group of 11brary educators in Studying the forces that
ccharacsorize and influence the current and future state of research
librariss. The result will be 3 stréngthiened mutual understanding of
réssarch librarigs' requiraments froim libirary education. The initial
response from tha Council is one of interast in further developing ths
iduas presented.
t
. Zxploratory Letter on the Future of the Academic Library Program: A
-runu1ng and covelopment strategy for agvancing the Academic Library

—

-

Program’s self-study resources was submitted to CLR :nd Mellon

Foundations. At the heart of th1s approach is the ar 1qn and testing of a

self-study for technical services in research libra "=s.

Webster

o
n
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APPENDIX E-1

ATTENDANCE AT 103ND MEMBERSIHIP MEETING
CLUAPEDL HIGE; NORTH CAROLINA

Getober 19-20, 1983

University of Alabama Libracies
). kaye Gupen

Utiver sity of Moo ibrary
Peter Freernio

Uitversity of Arizora Library
W David Laird

Arizond St Iniversity Library
Donald kipygs

Buston Publie Library
Not Representn:d

Boston Uiiversity Library
John Laucus

B3rigslamt Young University Library
Sterling J: Albrecht

University of British “oluinbia Library
Notl Represented

Brown University Library
Merrily E: Tayior

University of California, Berke.ey Library
Joseph Rosenthdl

University of California, Da'is Lbrary
Be, 2a-d Kreissman

University of Califoriiia. rvine Library
(‘alvin <. Bover

tn.vorsivy of California, Los Angeles Library
Russell Shank

Cniveisity of Califoriia, Riverside Hiorary
Join Chea.nbers

tniversity of California, San Diego Library
Millicent D. Abell

-78-

University of California, Santa Barbura Library

Margaret Deacon
Canada Inst. for Seientific & Technical info.
Eliner V. Smith ’
Casc Western Reserve University Libraries
Ann Drain
Center for Research Libraries
Donald B: Simpson
University of Chicago Library
Martin D: Runkle
University of Cineinnati Libiarics
Charles £z Osburn
University of Colorado Library
Clyde watlton
Colorindo Stsie TIniversity Library
Le Moyne W. Anaerson
C'olumbia University Libraries
Patricin Battin
John P. M zDeunald
Cornell University Libraries
Rybuct 'i. Ross
Dartimsuth College Libraries
1argarct A. Gito
University of Delaware 1ibiary
Sysan gryittesen
Dike University Libraries
Elvin E. Strowd

Emc~y University :.ibrary
Herbert F. Johnson



University ot Florida Libraries Kent State University Libraries

R. SLix Willovks Not Represented

Floridia SGite Univers:t, Library Library of Congross
Chaprios 0. Millc Willizinu J. Welsh

Georsetown University Lispiry Lindad Hall Library
Not Represerited Lirpy N. Besant

Utitversity of Georgla Libravies Louisiana State University Library
Drivid o Bishop George Guidry, Jr.

Lieorgian listitite »f " eehiiology MeGill University library
Helen Citror Marianne Scott

Viilversity of Guelph Library McMaster University Library
Mirgdret Beekmun Graham R. Hill

Harvard Univers iy Liveiry Uriiversity of Manitoba Libraries
Not Represeiited Larl erguson

Univeesity of Huwaii | iveary Jniv ersity of Maryland Librii
Johnt R Huek Hi: Josnne Harrur

{iiversity of Houston Librarios University of Massach  ‘t: Libravins
Robin Downres Richsard J: Talbot

Sowrtd Eniversity hibraries Massaehusetts Institute of Technology Libruries
i onneth Wilson Jay K: Lueker

timversity of Hiinois Library University ¢” miami Library
Hugh O vtkinson Fraini: 120¢ zers

Indiana University Libraries ' University o! Michigan Library
Elaine F: Sloan Rirzhard M. Dougherty

tiiversity of lowa Libraries Michizan State University Library
Dale M. Bentz R ¢hard E. Chapin

low: ~tate University Librury University of Mu.nesota 1. iraries
Warten B RKuhn Eldred Smitk

John Crerar Library University { Missouri Library
Wiiliam S. Budington Thomas W. Shaughnessy

Johns Honw.os University Library Naticnal Agricultural Library
Susan K. Martip -Joseph M. lHoward

“niversity of Kansas Library National Library of Canada
James Ranz N>t Represented

Lniversity o Kentucky libraries National Library of Madie.
Pai A. Wiilis Kent A. Smith

;79;
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Un. \’L‘[‘\ll\’ 6¢ Nebraska-Lineeln Libparies
Nut l\c')r(‘xented

sewverry b muuv

Not ke presentoec
University of New “iexico Library
Puul Vassallo

Mew York Public ibrary
David B tm

New York St ibrary
Peter dlson

New York University Libraries
Not Represented

( niversity of Nopth Ciiroling Libraries
Jam s F. Govan

North Curoliig State University
I.1. Littleton

Noithwestern University Libraries

John P. M~2Gowudn
University of Notie Dame Libraries

Lobort UL viiller
Ohiio Stiate University Libraries
Williani J. Studer
t'niversitv of Oklahoniy Library
<.k Lee

Onclidionis Stita University [ibrary
Roscoe Rouse

opsity of ()nw'm l ibray
cieorge Woool ipran

Univ

L niversity of onnsvlvdmu Lit rdries
Pichird De Gennaro

l l"d\\\l"éiﬂ! P Stat
St ot Forth

University Linrary

me s Ly Ol Pittsburyh 1 oraries
Arne \(odg. |

Prineeton Lnﬂ'ersltv 1oy
Lionidld Koepp

S80=

purdue University Library
doscph M. Dagnese
Queen's University Libra 7
Margot 13. McBurney
Rice Unive sity Library
""" Carringlon
”%"iv':;::;c,ity of Rochester Libraries
James F. Wystt
Litgers University Library
Shirley Boiles
Uniiveisity of Saskatehewan Library
Nancy A. Brown

Rubort Mal(‘y

University of S outh Curolina Library

Keniieth E: Toombs

University - f Southern California Librarv
tiot Represented
'«”1«» n lllln01s Univercity Likrary
Wennell G: Peterson

St~ ford University L ibraries ’
James N: Myers
Stdte Univ: of New York at Albai: Libraries

Josepn Z: Nitecki

‘e Univs oF Hew York at Buffalo Libraties
Stanton F. Biddle

tute Univ: of New York 4i stony Rrock Library
Johin B: £mith

Syrncuse University Librar’es
Not Rer 3sen‘ed

l(-mph mw psity ! brary
Sh iro « Hogen

University o0 Veragesen Librari s
Donald . 1t

University of Texas l.ibraries
Linda Bewupre
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Tesis A & M UHiversity Libpary

Uittversity of Toronto Livrare:
Marilyn Shurrow

fuldne University Libriary
Phinp ko Leinbuach

Universitv of Utah Libraries
Ropor Ko lhanson

Vanderbilt University Library
Joseph Seepun: wi

Ciegrinii Polytechnie Inste Libraries

0 Gordon Becehsran
University of sieginia Libraries
Ruay tr

O
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Uniiversity of Washington Library
Not Represented

Washiiigton State University i.ibrary
Allene F. Schnaitter

Washington University Libraries
Charles Churchwell

Wayne State University Libraries’
James F. Williams; 11

University of Western Ontario Library
Robert Lee

iihibeféjijﬁc}fﬁiéﬁé@héiﬁ Libraries
’ Naney Marshall
Yule University Libraries
Jack Siggins
York University Libraries
Ellen Hoffmann

any
7
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fﬂﬂ%NnAannYTn'nnwn}Rlup—NAM11NnL

Umvorsntv of California; San Dicgo lllhmrv
Brigham Young University Library
Colorado State University Library
University of Illinois lemry

H)oll, N il ‘i( (‘iit D
Albreeht, Sterling J
Arnderson, lLe \lovnc W
Atkinisoa, Hug,h «

( olumhlu Hmvcnlty Libraries

Umversny of Texas Libraries . o
Virginia Poly. Inst. and ftate Univ. Librar-es
University of Guelph Library

Unlverﬁlty of lowa L.ibraries

Liinda Hull Library

SUNY-Buffalo Librarics .

University of Georgia Libraries

Rutgers University Library

Umver':lty of Celifornia, irvine Lil. rary

Umv"r51tv of Suskatchewan lemry

Battin, Patricia
Boedupr:n, lm(ln
H'(*i-mr'un .01(101’ il.
Beekuinn, Marparet
Bentz, Dale \1
Besint, Larry N:
Biddl -~ btnnton b
Ihshcp, l)uwd b
Bolles; Shirlcy
Bover, ( mivin d:
Rrown, Nnncy
Bryniteson, Susan

Rudington, W ilitam S. John Crerar ',xbrarv

)

Rice bmvercn.y lerary

University cf California, l{lversme Library
.\/llclngan State University Library
Wd@hlngton University Libraries

Georeia Institite of Vechnology

urrington; S:tnuel
“hatibers; 9690
hupm, Richard b,
urchwc‘li Charles
citren; Heten

Dagnese; deseph M. ( wrdue University l,1b19ry
University of California, Davis Library

| )U'l(")n, M drgm ¢l
e Gennare, Richar:d University of Pennsyivania Li braries

l)(mp,.n}l ty; R.chard M.

Dawnes; Robin
(v am; Ann

Unversity of Michigan bibrary
University of Houston lLibraries
("ace Western Rescrve Umvorqit\] isibraries

Foauson, ot Unlversltv of Manitoba Libraries
Fordl, Stuant Pennsylvania State T niversity Library
Frantea; R University of Vlrglnm Libraries
Frooman, Peter University of Alberta Library

b, Kave Jeraicy of Atabninii Libraries
Ui versity of North t drollm Librari>s
Louisiana Staté University Library

Govan, dames B
Ciaicdry; Gec, oo

-82- -
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Hidk, John R,
Huanson, Roger K.
Harrar, ! Jodanne
Hll, Girahiann Ro
tHoudley, Irene B3,
Heffmiann, Ellen
Hojzan, Shiron
llowmd osoph H.
llunt Donald 1

Johinsois Herbsert Fr

Koepp, l)omxld
Kreissman, liormnd
Kulii, Warren s,

boaird; l)‘nm
l(lll('(l\ Sohn

I coe, Robut

; unlmch Phl i K
Littletong 131
lLueker; Jay i

\ev, Mmgot 1.

ad; dehin F
san; dohn B
cy; Rebert
parshell, Naney
Martin; Susan K.
Miter; Charles L

\iiler, Frobert C,
Miyeis, Jaines N,

Nitecki. Joseph Z.

Osbu-n; Charles B.
Ctic; Meargaret A,

~Paulson, Peter

Peterson, Kenneth G.

Ranz, James
Riges, Donald
Rodgors; I'rank
Rose ithal, Joseri
RRoss, iyburn .
Rouse, Rescoe
Runkle,; Wai tin D.

Uriversity of Hawail library
University of Utah liibraries
University of Maryland Libriiry
f\'/l'cl\l'a's'ti.i‘ Uriiversity lgib”r'a”ry

lemple Jnlvemlty L 1brarle°
Miitioi 1l Agricultural Library
Unirersity of Tennessee Libraries

iiory University Library

Princeton University Library
Univers; ty of California, Davis l.ibrary
lowa State University lerary

University of Arizona lllbmrv

Boston Umver51ty lelary

Umversﬁy of Western Gitario Libraries
University of Oklahoma Library

Tulane tni: -'"1tv Liibrr:ry

North Carolina Stat. University Library

Mnssm husetts Iii ‘titute of Technology
lsibraries .

Queen’s University Library
University of Connecticut Library
Northwestern University lLibraries
Smithsonianr Institution Libraries
University of Wisconsin Libraries
Jonns Hopkins_University Library:
Florida Stute University Library
University of No‘re Dame Libraries
Stanford Univesity Livraries

Statc Univ. of New York a* Albany Libraries

University of Cincinnati Lisrarics
Dartmoutli Co'lege Libraries

Ncw Yoxk Sta te lerary o
Southern lllincis University leraly

Um»erﬂty ol - aluorm&, Berkelev berarv
Cornell Unjversity Library :
Oklahomys. State University Library
University of Chi'ci;ig'o' Librarv
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\Lq)dl\\kl, J()scpll Vanderbllt Umverulty L:brary

Sehinaitter, Allene ItR V. ashington State University Library
seott, Marianne ’ Mc(nll Universi: y Library .
~toink, Russell "niversity of California; Los Angeleg I ey
civieenw, Marilyn University of Toro.ito L braries
RIANTHEIIN 1(\\\, Thomas W, University of Missouri Library
Shipn, George W. University of Oregon Library
Sigyring, Juck Yale University Libraries
Simpson, Donald B: Center for Research Libraries
Sloan, Llaine F: Indiana University Libraries
suyith; Eldred Un.versity of Minnesota Libraries
Smith; Elmer; V. Canada Inst: for Scientific & Technical Iifo.
Suiith, John'B3: K SUNY-Stony Brook Library
Stith; Kent A: . National l.ibrary of Medicine
Stam; David H: New York : =blie Library
Strowd; Elvin E. Duke University Libraries
Studer; Witliam J. Ohio State University Libraries
Talbot; Richard University of Massachusetts Libraries
Tavlor; Merrily L. Brown University Library
Toombs, Kenneth I : University of South Carolina [.ibraries
’\uss}'illb, Paul University of New Mexico Library
" Walton, Clyde University of Colorado Library
Welsh; William J. Library of Congress
Willinms,; James F. Weyne State University Libraries
Witlis; Paul AL University of Kentucky Libraries
Willocks; R. Ma\': University of Florida Libraries
Wilson; kenneth lloward University lerat‘lﬂs -
Woodsworth, \nne University of Pittsburgh ibraries
Wyatt, James . University of Rochester Libraries
AR Stnif

Shnlev [cholnmn, Iixecutive llirector . .
Carol AL Mundel; Assoclate [xecutive l)lrcctor
Nicola l)uval Information Officer
IcHr(.\ H(,ynen, ARI: Microform Project C oordmmor
Nlex L 1('htenst"r‘, Adnministrative Assistaat
Duine F. Webster, Director, Office of Mzmagement Studies
Maxine K. Slfts, information Services Qpecnallst Office of Manageiment Crudics

patricia Swanson, Publie Serviees Spceialist, Office of Management Stucies

sh- Yy
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lh 1'1Ltto \vmm, I lbrur\/ of ( onﬂ’rc« - Speahﬁr

Rowland Hrown, OCHC ; Ine:
(.uv ( lOlIthl, ( zmndwn £ eﬁoelatmq of Reswarch ; 1brar

(,,’(,’,',(I,‘,)” lxetwoll, Un.velslty of Massachusetts
Walter Grattidge; General Eleetric Foundation
\\ unon llzms, ( ouncnl on lermy Resounces

(.omon l\o\vley, V\ushlngton Umv,ersnty/CLR ,l,nl'e'fr'n’

iiCIéh Spbld"h" Northwestern University/CLR Intern

Pete: Sparks, Library of Congress

Hot‘:t * otouart blmmons (‘ollege, Graduate School of lerargv & Information Science

Hmboxt Mnto, lidiana Umvorsnty, eraduate Schoo. of Libr ary & Infoirn:tion ncxpnco

§
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APPENDIX I

- ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
OFFICERS, BOARD OF 1'RECTORS, COMMITTEES AND TASK FORCES

OCTOBEY 1933

L OFFICHRS AND BOARD FOR 1982-1983

James F. Govan, President
Eidred Smith, Vice President & President-Elect
Millicogt §. Abell, Past Pr esident

g Steplingn. Albrecht (Oct: 1983) 7

Hugh C. Atkinson (Oct: 1985) :

Patricia Battin (Oct: 1485) )
Johin . McDonald (Cet. 1983)
William J. Studer (Oct. 1984)
Bizhard J. Talbot (Oct: 1984)
Paul Vassallo (Cet: 1985)

Anneé Woodsworth (Oct: 1984)

" ADVISORY CCMMITTEES

Center for Chinese Reszarch Mater:a’

Licyd E. Esstman; University ¢ il nows (1983)
Ying-imao Kau, Brown Uni-crsity € 5§3)

Lymin \’an ‘vwk\ . Stun'om University (19 1984)
ntony \hm 5 Yale Umversnty (1984)

l ugene Wu, Harvard u! “versity (1985)

Philip J. MeNiff; Thair {1983)

Officeof Management Studics

Joan Chambers (1985) ,
Richard De Gennaro (1985)
Frunk Rodgers (1983)  °
Martin D: Runkle (1983)
Richard J: Talbot (1985)
Clyde Walton (1984)

Jay K. iucker; Chair (1984]
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Microtorii Preivet Catuloging Program

AR

ARL Mieroform Projeet Preservati

',I,UMP'! .-\ Hmsso

Robert Grev @ ble, Uiiversity of Mississippi
Tinyg Kaed e careh Libraries Group

o e o oy, Resedreh l’uhllcntlons, liie.
Jo. il it wrd, Library of Congress

Sairy Elle i Jacob, OCLC, Ine.

Llaine Sloan

Del Willinms, Western lHlinois Unlvorslty

Hmold lSlllmgs

Mapgniret © hild, Sm thsoniun Institution Libraries

Mitiey Gwinr, Researeh Libraries (uoup

Aridrew I\uymon(l Northenst l)ocument Conservation Cente
Peter Spurks; Library of Congress

lmv-d . Stam

¢ lvde Walton

l)HVld ( ; Weber

\l arguret AL Otto

STANDING COMAMITTEES

Cominittee on Nominations

AR Viee President; Chair

Coinmittee on ARL Statistiés

Con

Calvin J. Boyer 1985) : S
Gordon Fretwell, University ot Massachusetts (1985)

l{obert ',c-e (l‘)R ))

ii'c'i;i_i'e'i;t l;'. Jéhnson, halr (1984)

‘mittee on Preservation of Resea:ch Library Materials

tHaroid W. Bllliiie"' (1985)

Peter Sparks, Library of Congress Liaison

Duwvia H. Stam(lq8) :
Clyde Walton (1983) ' 1
David .. Weher (1‘)83) o S
Margarst A, Otto, ©C hair (125%)



Coiimittoe on Bibliographic Control

Margaret Beekman (1985)

Diivid Bistiop (1985)

L. Kaye Gapen (1935)

Joseph 1. Howard (1984)
©oMeartin . R.U”l\lk( 98%)

Jo:,cph Rosenthal, Chair (1984)

(‘omimittee on Library Eduecation

Irene B: lioudley (1984)

Herbert F. Johnson (1983) .
lidwrd Holley; University of North Carolina (1985)
ilerbert White; Indiana University (1984)

Merrily Taylor (1985)

Murgot B: MeBurney; Chair (1983)

f

Donald C: Anthony (1985)

, William:S: Budington (1983)
Robert Maloy (1985)
Marilyn Sharrow (1985) :
Roy L: Kidman; Chair (1983)

ARE/CRI Jéiﬁt Committec on Expanded Access to Joupnal Collections

Susan nyntcson
Richard K. (Jhapln
Graham Hig*
:onald:Koepp* .
soseph ‘Rosenthal*
Richard .. Talbot
Elaine Sloan; Chair

(* ARL:roprescntatives)
|
i




ARL FASK FORCES

lusk Force oii Collacétion Developiiient (i.33)

\l(u mnnc bcott
Robert . Miller, Cligir

Tisk Foree oni Research Library Staffing (1984)

Millieent D. Abell
Niney A, Brown

| Irene B. Hondley
John P, MeGowan
H\us:ell Shanl\

l ldred Smith, Chair

REPR] &LA TATIVES

ALX Cu mmttec on Latalcgmg’ Besmlpt_n and Access . (:eorge blbbs, UCLA
ALA moorlibr ury Loan Comimittee iiiiiin i vinivaniinis vierieriendies .:Joan Chainbers
AbLA Uiatisties Coordinating Committee .veviviviveiiiiniinnnnnn, Carol ¥ ..ndel
ANSI Committee Z3Y iiiiiiiimiiiiiiiaieiiiiiiiitiotisesessrnesssemsanes Joanne Harrar
CONSER AJVISOrY Group siiiisssiimriasiaseiaiisiiioiemeesioresnrrmsens Caro! Mandel
Eighteenth-Ce-tury Short Title (aualogue eieenertereereaesraueas Ray Frantz
Joint Committee on Enion List of Serials :iuie. ..l ereeerenerereennns William Budington
l ( Cataloging-iii- Publication Advn%ory Committee ..oeverniennne. Carol Mandel

* Network AGuisory Committee wiiviiviveieeriecieneennes creerresenses William S uder
bomcty of AAtmerican Archivists ...c.icevvvececenenens feessesrerarsreariens Herbert Finch; Cornell
Universal Seriats & Boo'” EXCHANEE .ovveveveierenriiieniecieerirananienas Joanne HHarrar
National Conservation Advisory Committee .......ceueeeens ceerienees David Stam
Voting k2presentative to IFLA .ovviiiriiiiiiiciiieiiierieniieeieninne. Shirley Echelman
Voting Representative to ANSI CoOMMIttEe Z39 vever veverenenrennns Shirley Echelman

+
!
/
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TASK FORCES ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ARL PLAN OF ACTION

‘Task Foree on Seholarly Communication (Objective One)

Hugh C: Atkinson
Stuart Forth

D: Kaye Gapen
Martin Runkle
George Shipman
William Studer

Task Foree on (.taofdinatéd('f)cveiopment and Use of Collections (Objective Two)

Joseph . Howard
Elnine Stoan :
Iuvid H: Stam,; Chair

Tusk Force on Objoative Six

lterbert Johnson
Jay K: Lucker =
Millicent 1. Abell, Chair

o
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(NDIX G

MENMBERSIIIP LIST

October 1983

University of alabama Libraries

P.O. Box S

University; Alabama 3‘3486 ,

' . Kaye Gapen; Dean of Univ. Librs.
{205) 348-7561

Umvor'51ty of A.lber'ta leraly
Indimonton; Alberta, Canada T 6G 2JB
Peter I'reeiman, Librarian
(403) 432-3790

University of Arizona Library
‘T'ucson, Arizona 85721
W. David Laird, Librarian
(602) 621-2101

Arizona Stidte University Library
Tempe, Arizona 85281
Donald Riggs, Librarian
(602) 965-3417

Boston Publie Library
Copley Square
Roston, Massachusetts 02117
Liam Kelly, Acting Librarian

(617) 536-5400

BosLonJinmersuy berary

Boston, Massachusetts 02215
John Laucus; Birector
(617) 353-3710

Brlgham Young University Library
324 Lee Library
Provo, Utah 84662

(801) 378- 2905

University of British Columbia Library

Dougias MeInnes, Librarian
(604) 228-2298

Brown University Library

Providence; Rhode Isiand 02912

Merrily Taylor; Librarian
(401) 863-2162
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Berkeley, Callfornla 94720
Joseph Rosenthal Director
(415) 642-3773

University of California Library, Davis
Davis, Callforma 95616
Bernard Krelssman, Librarian
(916) 752-2110

University of California; Irvine
The Umvelslty Library
P.O. Box 19557

Irvine, California 92713

Calvin J. Boyer; University Librarian
(714) 833-5212

Umversnty of California Library; Los L‘mgele

Los Angeles, California 90024

Russell Shank; Eibrarian
(213) 825-1201

University of California Library; Riverside
P.O. Box 5906
doan Ehambers; University lerarnn
(714) 787-3221

University of California; San Diego

The University Library _ __

La Jolla; California 92037 )
Millicent D. Abell; Librarian
(619) 452-3061

University of California, Santa Barbara

The Unijversity Library

Santa Barbara, California 93106
Margaret Deacon, Actlng Librarian
(805) 961-3256

Canada Institute for Scientific

& Techmcal Informatlon

(813) 993 2341

Yol
an



Lusé 'Wé;tém Reserve University Libraries

Ann. Dxaln, Actlng Director
(216) 368-2990

¢ éhtéf for Researcli Librﬁrics

Dona]d B Slmpson, Director
(312) 955-4545

U@@iyg;ﬁs;ty of (‘hi'ctigo’ Library
Martln D }{unk]e, Director
(312)Y62-8744

& 1héiiimitx, Ohlo 15221
(*harles B. Osburn, Vlce Provost

__for Univ. Libraries
(513) 475-2218

University of (,olot:ado Library
Boulder, C o]mado rado 80309
C lyde W alton, Director
(303) 492-7511

(‘olorado State University Library
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521
Le Moyne W: Anderson; Direclor
(303) 491-5911

( ‘olumbia Un1vers1ty Libraries
New York, New York 10027
Patricia Battin; Vice Pres.
& Univ. lsibn:

(212) 280 224"

University of Connecticut lerary

Storrs,; Connecticut 06268 )
John P:. MeDonald; Director
(203) 486-2219

Ithaea, New York 14850 o
l.ouis E. Martin, Univ. Libn.
(607) 256-3689

Margaret 5, ,Qtto, Libn.
(603) 646-2235

Susan Brynteson, Dlrector
(302) 738-2231

Dukewljmversny lerarles
Eivm E. Stlowd Un1vers1ty lerarlan
(919) 684-2034

Emory University Librai

Atianta, Georgia 30322
Herbert F. Johnson; Director
(404) 329-6861

University of F]orlda lerarles
Gainesville; . orlda 32603

(904) 392- 0341

Florida State University Library

Tallahassee, F‘orlda 32306
Charles E. Mlller, Dlrector
(904) 644-5211

Georgetown University Library
Washington, D:C: 20007

Joseph E: Jeffs; Director

(202) 625-4095

Un1vers1ty of Georgla Libraries
Athens, Georgia 30601

David Bishop, Director
(404) 542 -2716

GeesgLMsIJiute of Technology
Price Gilbert Memorial Library
Atlanta, Georgia 30332

E: G. Roberts; Director

(404) 894-4510

University of Guelph Library
Guelph, Ontario; Canada N1G 2W1
Margaret Beckman, Chief Libn.

{(519) 824-4120

Harvard University Library

Wadsworth House

Cambridge;. Massachusetts 02138
Oscar Handlin, Director
{617) 495-2401

University of Hawaii Library
2550 The Mall \
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

John R. Haak, Director

(808) 948-7205

- 8§




UiiiVi‘iQilV of Houston Libraries
Houston, Texdas 77004
Robin Dowies, Director
(T13) 749-4241

14@%44 Ui‘iiVL'r‘<itV Lib’i-;;rics

; Now.

HO\ sy

Waushington, D:C: 20059
l\onnoth \Mlson, Actmg Director
(20 )) ().3() 7234

University of 1 s Library

1408 West (.regory Drive

Ultmnn, Nlinois 61801
Hugh C: Atkmson, Univ. Librarian
(217) 333-0790

Indiana University Libraries

Bloomington, Indianu 47401
Elaine F: Sloan; Deun of Univ: Librs:
(812) 335-3404

University of lowa Libraries

lowa City; lowa 52242
Dale M. Bentz; Univ. Librarian
(319) 353-4450

lowa State University l,ih'r;iry

Ames, lowa 50011
Warren B. Kuhn,
(515) 294~1442 2

John Crerar Lijbrary

35 West 33rd Street

Chicago; Illinois 60616 )
William S. Budington; Director
(312) 225-2526

Johns llopkins University Library
The Milton S. Eisenhower Library
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

(301) 338 8325

University bf Kansas Library
l.awrence, Kansas 66044 ,
James Ranz, Dean of Libraries
(913) 864-3601

Lexmgton, Kentucky 40506
Paul A. Willis, Director
(606) 257-3801
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U'rtiver'%ity' Libraries

Kcnt Ohlc 44242
Hyman W. Kritzer, Aes'stnnt Provost &
Director of Libraries
(216) 672~2962

Library of C ongress _ .

Washington, D.C. 2(1540 B
Daniel J. Boorstin, Librarian
(202) 287-5205

}inda Ha'ii L’ib'rary

,,,,,,,,

, i 62110
Lar‘,ry,X”Besrarnt Director
(816) 363-4600

ouisiana State UnlverSIty lerary
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803
George Guidry, Jr., Director
(504) 388-2217

Mcbﬂl UnlverSIty lerary
3459 McTavish Street
Montreal; €anada H3A 1YI

Marlanne Scott; Director

McMaster University EibFéFy
1280 Mam Street West

Craham R Hlll Umver51ty lerarlan
(418) 525-9140 Local 4359

The University of Manitoba Libraries
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2
Canada  _

Ear]l Ferguscn; Director

(204) 474-988]

University of Maryland Library

College Park, Maryland 20742
H. Joanne Harrar, Librarian
(301) 454-3011

UhiVérsity of Massachusetts Libraries

RlchardJ Talbot Dlrector

(313) 535-0284

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology Libs.

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139
Jay K. Lucker, Director
(617) 253-5651




P.0: Box 248214 )

t'oral Gables; F lorida 33124
IFrank Rodgers, Director
(305) 284-3551

Umvorsltv ot llchlgan lem.y

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109
Richard M. l)ougl1er\9\t)xrector
(313) 763-9356

\llchlgun State Unlvenlty Library

Fast Lansing, Mlchlgan 48823
Richard E. Chaping birector
(517) 355- 2341

Umvcxslty of Minncsota Libraries
Minneapolis, Mlnnesotu 55455
kldred Smlth Director

(612) 37 3-3097

University of Nusscur_l Library

('oliiniibia, Missouri ssouri 65201 .
Thoimas W: Shaughnessy; Diréetor
(314) 882-4701

Nutlonal Agricultural Library

Beltsville, | Vlalyland 20705
Joseph H. Howard,; Dire
(301) 344-4248

NutnonaLLMxy of C anada

Joscph (;uy Sylvestre, Librarian
(613) 996-1623

National Library of Medicine
Bethesda, Maryland 20014

Martin M. Cumm!ngs, Director
(301) 496-6221

University of Nebraska -Lincoln

The University Libraries

LLincoln, Nebraska 68588 0410
Gerald A. Rudolph, Dean of Libraries
(402) 472-252F

The Newberry Library

60 West Walton Street

Chicago, lllinois 60610 _ .
Joel L: Sarnuels; Dir. of Lib. Sers:
(312) 943-9090

‘e Univeisity of New Mexico
(Gieneral Library
/\lbuquerque, New Mexico 87131
Paul ’aﬁsallo, Pean of Lib. Sers.
{505) 277-4241

Ncw York Public L xbmrv

Fifth Avenug at 42nd Strect

New Yot‘k New York 10018 o
David H. Stam, Director of the
~ Research Libraries
(212) 936-6708

New York State Library

New Yorl,

(,ultural Education Center

Empire State Plaza .

Albany; New York 12234
Joseph F: Shubert, State L. 1bmman
(518) 474-5930

New York University Libraries

New York 10003

(‘arl*on C. Rochell, Dean of Libraries
{(212) 598-7676

University of North_Carolina Libraries
Chapel Hill; North Carolina 27 515
Jdames F. Govan, Director
(919) 962-1301

North Carolina State University

D:H. [ill Library
Box r)007

L’l, . ,_Jlftﬂtle,t,on,”Dlrector
(919) 737-2843

Northwestern University Libraries

Evanston, I1linois 60211
Joiin P. McGowan, Librarian
(312) 492-7640

UnlverSI’LV of Notee Dame Libraries:

"~ Notre Daine, Indiana 46556

Robert C. Mlller, Eibrarian
(219) 239-5252

Ohio State University Libraries

Columbus, Ohio 4321 0

William J. Studer, Director
(614) 422-4241
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Noxvmm, ORluhomu 7JUFJ .
Sul . Lee; Dean; Umvermty Librs.
(105) 325-2611 or 2614

Oklahonia State University Library

Stillwater, Oklahoma 74078
Roscoe Rouse, Dean of Lib. Ser.
S (305) 624-6321

Uitiversity of Oregon Libi-m-y
ks ugone (\xeqon 97403

(503) 686-3056

Univer slty of Pennsylvania lerames

P mlddolphm, Pennsylvania 19104
Richurd De Gennaro, Director
(?l 5) 898-7091

Umver51ty lerary

ity Park, Pennsylvania 16802
_ Stuart borth, Dean of Univ: Libraries

{814) 865-0401

—"0 niversity of Pit’tébhfggwﬁ
826 Cathedral of Learning
Plttbbtﬂ'gh, Pennsylvania 152660
Anne Woodsworth; Assoe: Provost
for Libraries

(412) 624-6907

Princeton University Library

Princeton; New Jersey 08540
bonald Koepp, Director
(609) 452-3170

Purdue University Library
Lafayette, Indiana 47907
Joseph M. Dagnese; Director

(317) 494-2900

Douglas lerary . ,
Kingston; Canada. l’7L 5C4 ]
Margot B. McBurney, Chief Libn.

{613) 547-5950

6100 S Méih Box 1892

Houston,; Texas 77001 -
Samuel Carrington; Director
(713) 527-4022 :
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University of Rochéster Libraries

Rocticster; New York 14627
James F. Wyatt, Diréctor
(716) 275-4463

{utgor Umvermty lerarv

SzlskaLoon, Ca'n'aj'qa' S7N,OWO, ,
Nancy A. Brown, Univ. Libn.

(306) 343-4216

5 libraries
Constltution Avenue at 10th St;;
Washmgton, D.C. 20560

Robert Maloy, Director
(202) 357-2240

N.W.

Uﬁi%/é?éiii of Séﬁfﬁﬁéfmlmah"” Libraries

Kenneth E: Toohibs, Director of Libs:
{803) 777-3142

University 6f Southern California Library

(213) 743 25,43

Southern Illinois University Library

Carbondale; llinois 62901
Kenneth G. Peterson;
_Library Affairs
(618) 453-2522

Stanford University Libraries

Stanford, California 94305
David C. Weber, Director
{415) 497-2016

State University of New York at Albany
Libraries
1400 Wathngton Avenue
Albany; New York 12222 )
Joseph Z. Nlteckl, Director
(518) 457-8540

State University of New York at Buffalo
Libraries
8uffalc, New York 14214
_ Saktidas Roy, Director

(718) 636-2965
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State Univ. of New York at Stony Brook

~ Library
stony Brook; New York 1794

John 3. Smith; Director & Dean of Lib:

(516) 246-5650

bw:a(mse Yniver \ltV lerurlee

Svmcusc New York 13210 )
bonald C. Anthony,; Director
(315) 423-2574

Temple Umversnty Library
Paley Library
Phitadelphia; Pennsylvama 19122

(713) 787 =8231

University of Tennessee Libraries

knoxville; Tennessee 37916
bonald R. Hunt, Dlrector
(615) 974-4127

Umvelsnv of Fe*{as Libraries

Austin, Texas 787 78712 o
Harold W. Billings, Director
(512) 471-3811

Texas A&M University Library
Sterling C. Evans Library
College Station, Texas 77843

Irenie B. Houdley; Director
(409) 845-8111

University of Toronto Libraries
‘l'oronto, Ont Canada M5S IAS

Marilyn ShBlI'OW, Chief Librarian
(416) 978-2292 Y

Fulane Umversnyrbﬂ;rjary
Philip E: Lelnbach Librarian
(504) 865-5131

University of Utah Libraries
Salt L.ake Clty, v, dtah 84112

(801) 581 -8558

vanderbilt University Library
419 21st Avenue South

Naz hv1110 Tennessee 37203

Jordan Scepanskl, Acting Director
(615) 322-2834
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Virginia Polyteehnic Inst.. and State Univ.

Blacksburg, Virginia 24061

1. Gordon Bechanan, Director of Libs.

{(703) 961-5593

University of Virginia

Alderman Library. .

Charlottesville; Vlrgrlma 22901
Ray Frantz, Jr., Librarian
(804) 924-3026 or 7849

University of Washington Library
Seattle; W’éShitigtdh 98195

(206) 543 1760

Washington State University l.ibrary

Pullman; Washington 99163 o
‘Allene F. Schnaitter, Director
(509) 335-4557

Washington University Libraries
St. Louis, Missouri 63130
Charles (‘hurchwell Librarian
(314) 889-5400

Waync State University Libraries
Dztroit, Mlchlgan 48202 ’

James F: Williams iI; Assoc. ljii'éétdr

(313) 577- 4020

DB Weldon 7Llp[ary
London, Ontario;; Canada B
Robert Lee; Director of Libs.

(519) 679-3165

Umversnty Qfﬁw!ﬁcpnsm lerarles
Nancy Marshall Actlng Director
(608) 262-3521

Yale Umvemlty Libraries .

New Haven, Eonnecticut 06526 ]
Ruther’ord D. Rogers; Librarian
(203) 436-2456 :

York Univérsity Libraries
4700 Keele Street

Downsview; Ontario;. Canada M 3J 2R2

Ellen ruroffmann, Acting Director
{416) 667-2235

f"-m
lom ¥
G')



